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‘ CHAPTER 1

v

N - " PURPOSE OF STUDY

“”’intrdduct‘i on
: o R
i

Broadly. speaking, the purpose of educat1on is ﬁo change people 1n o

ways that enhance their development and that of.seeﬂety as a whole.
There 1is.no.question that _scheols and co]1eges do chpnge children and .
young people. Hundreds of studies have documented the outcomes of
formal 'schooling and determined that in general they are substar 1a1

~ and enduring (see; for example, Hyman, Wright, and Reed,. 1975).

course _the -purpose of formal schooiing, at whatever leyel, 1s to

,soc1a11ze the young in.preparation for the ‘roles and responsibilities

of adulthodd’ Outcomes or "“effects" research, therefore, has focused

or 1mpact of educat1on to fdnct1on1ng in everyday 11fe.

on cogn1t1ve and affective development rather than on the app11cations'

For adult educat1on change of the latter typé is cf primary: -

importance. For most adults, knowledge, skills, insight or under=

" standing are not ends in themseTves, or acquired fbr future apppli="

cation; instead, they are”means for adults to solve immediate problems

or improve the1r proficiencies or circums tances in the everyday Wor}d

....of work, family, and _community life (Darkenwald & Merriam; 1982).°

o -

Thus, outcome research.in adult education “should focu§ primarily on . . .

"impact"” ‘as just described and not on the kinds of var1ab]es employed

to gauge the effects of forma] schoo]ing. N

7 Unfortunately, as d1scussed in the next chapter, very few well—,'

’ des1gned large=scale studies have been conducted to determine the

""“impact of participation in any form of adult education. _The need for . -

impact research on adult basic education (ABE) is especially acute,

4foE the 1nd1y1dua1 and societal needs ‘addressed by these programs are

urgent. -For most participants, ABE is indeed a "last gamblé on edu= °

cation:" And the stakes are extremely high (Mezirow Darkenwa]d and
Knox, 1975) .

. i : 4 Purpose of Study, S

'1mpact of adu]t basic educat1pn in the state of New Jersey, is more . -
encompassing: than its title suggests. Although it could be asserteds
that this .volume contains three studies in one, .it is more dccurate to
say that the research consisted of three 1nterre1&%ed components, the
most .crucial being that which’ addresses the outcomes and 1mpact.n?v
participation. This component,1s ‘crucial because the import and

“5;mut111ty of the other components depend in large part on 1ts results.

,,,,,,,

The three - pr1nc1pa1 goals " (components) of the proaect were th se

o

+
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' . ,and adult high school\opt1ons~ - ;

v

(1) To determine the impact of adilt basic sk1lls educatton in New

. , 2 N

. Jersey-in_terms of (a) _attainment of students' own goals for. part1c1pa-'

tion and (b) program effects on "tangible 1nd1cators of social and
economic well be1ng.. ‘ ‘ , y L

(2) ‘To ascertain the natire and 1mport of costs and- benef1ts for New

Jersey's adult high completion program, 1nc1ud1ng a comparison of the GEB 5

(3) rTo des1gn a mode]* 1nstrumentat1on, and protedures for ongo1ng

'-stat wide student fo]]ow-up.

e . Ly : I . N

: 1

!
Vit
i

" Qutcome’ Component
relates both to the 1mgortance,of furthering tested know]edge of the

effects of participation in adult basic education and of - securing

“bottom-1ine" evidengce of program impact in order to meet pressing demands:.

for accountab111ty in these times of shri king state/and federal support

forveducat1ona] _programs. Put bluntly in New Jersey and _most other

completion). w1]1 ~depend. 1n large part on'cred1b]e evidence of program .

- guccess -or_impact. . Such’evidence need not always be in the form of a

ost-=benefit analys1s2 but efficiency or: "bang for the buck" is always a
paramount concern, -.To conduct a cost benefits ‘study one needs to ascer=

‘tain what benefits are in fact salient for. participants. in. the program
__being analyzed._ It is in_this. way--fdent1f1cat1on of relevant_benefits= . .

" that this; the first component “of the/study, was; c]osely 11nked ‘to the

S econ d ' N -.‘.fﬂ. . R . . R L e ."

4

~ Very br1ef1y (see Chapter III for detaﬂs), the outcome component '

7involved -interviewing a stratified random sample of New Jersey adult
- ‘basic education participants. 91nc1ud1ng ‘those preparing for the GED or

~ ' or discontinued attendance, between Octaober; 1982 and May, 1983, English

as 'a second language (ESL) students ‘weére not -included in the.sample, \nor
were students enrolled in programs-des1gned for_Special populations; \.

enrolled in adult high schools); most. of whom had been in the prograg

.+ such as the retarded; pr1soners, the mentally. 111, -and ‘the aged.,rRespon-.
- dents were interviewed by : ‘telephone about numéreus outcome variables; X'

including; for example; extent of perSOnal goal-accomplishiment; impact
of  participation on theiri children's school performance; .employment an
public assistance status,; app11cat1on of 'basic skills to real-life | .
sijtuations, and plans for further.education or training: Two hundred \‘

W'-n1nety-four interviews were completed for an . extreme]y h1gh adjusied

response rate of 97 percent: -~ - : R
| s ‘-

Str1ct]y speak1ng, the f1nd1ngs are not general1zabde to vtates

- : respects of other 1ndustr1a11zed statesJ partlcularly-in\the Northeast- B

; M1dd1e Atlant1c area and the M1dwest It would be surprfs1ng; at least :

. i -

' : .
i N “ . -
' o ' ) ' - ’

: The need and rat1 nale for the outcome component ;”m
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to us; if replication Stud1es in industrialized states pesuTted in find-

. the benefits ana’/;1§ as’
“to collecting. the. beﬁ;;1t

ings much at~var1ance from our own,

-~

Cost-Benefit Component: Although’ bgth AEEiang adult high school "
costs were 1nc1ud_d and

*parately analyzed in this part of the’ study,

iconfined to outcomes reported by adults who

credential approximately 14 to 16 months prior

i data. Both -monetary and non-monetary .benefits
§1s. However, unlike the initial outcome

had obtained a -high schoo

By SR wmeARTS

were-included :in’ the nal

-study, this component foclised on "credential-effect" benefits presumably

attributable tc obtainingja high school diploma. A stratified random

samp11ng procedure was’ employed to select 500'graduates who were then’

mailed a two-page guest1onna1re., To enable comparison of costs and

benefits of the state's two principal routes to a high school credential,

the sampling plan was desjigned-to include 300 GED and 200 adult high

schoo] graduates. The ov ral] ‘adjusted response rate was 60 percent

‘ A]though the particularities of New Jersey's fund1ng meshan1sms pref

. clude genera11zat10ns to other states regarding costs, the model and -

brocedures employed were lintended to be ‘exemplary and can be modified to
fit the needs of states other than New Jersey. As with the outcome

- findings, the benefits 1dent1f1ed are unlikely to be much at variance

with. those realized in other industrialized states. However,. this is_ an
opinion’ that needs to belsubstant1ated by rep11cat1on stud1es in: other :
states. S : : . -

L ;;

Statew1de Fo]low-gp Component / The f1na1 goa] of the proaect was .
to des1gn a.model, instrumentation,’ ‘dnd procedures for ongo1ng statew1de )
student follow-up.  To aqcomp11sh this goa], ‘it was necessary to under-

take the preceding. research actjvities in order: to—1dent1fy¢the outcome
var1ab]es 1mportant and feas1b1 to 1ncorporate 1n a follow -up model.

_ whether the student or graduate voted in the last e]ect1on. A]though

this appears to be an -ipportant and relevant question; the research

'f1nd1ngs indicate that part1c1pat1on in ABE does not meaningfully in-

“'fluence. voter reg1strat1on or voting behavior. Consequently, unless

"‘_vot1ng is deemed a high pr1or1ty outcome, it makes no sense to include .

d1-

such an-item in a fn11ow-up .questionnaire (part1cu]ar]y since such a
auest1onna1re would have to.be very brief to ensure a.respectable: ra-

‘sponse rate). - An. example of an important but unfeasjible variable is

impact -on. earn1ngs.. The reason; as we discovered ourselves; is that too

. A%
many complex quest1ons need to'be .asked to arrive at an answers

<

Th1s component of the progect was obv1ously addressed to pract1ca1
concerns at both.the state; and local program levels. Local: programs . -
lack the human and fiscal resources _and tested.data collection instru- -
ments for "tracking" the1r bas1c sk1]]s students to determine program
 impacts As a result 14
"been hindered and so; too; has’ local level. accountab1]1ty ‘for_state and
-federal funds. At the state level the situation is similar. Lack of

5
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ally or statew1de program 1mprovement, EVen rore press1ng, perhaps,
is. the,need to demonstrate to leg1slat1ve and execut1ve branch dec1s1on-'

tant benefits to the pub11c at m1n1ma1 cost. Gross measures of 1mpact,‘
such _as number of adults sEﬁVéd and cost per contact hour; are tod ‘crude

and 1imited to-make -a conﬁincing case for continued or increased. funding,
comprehensive data on specific; highly sign1f1cant benefits to partici-
pants and society are requ1red if adult basic education is to thrive; or
-perhaps even survive; in the 19869. .

One final point bears mentloning. From the beginning th1s DPOJeCt

was designed to be as conceptually: sophisticated ‘and technically r1gorpus

as possib]e within the constraints of a modest budget and one-year t1me

frame:.' Every effort was made to avoid the shortcomings of previous

research, especially in regard to identification of Televant outcome

variables; the need for strict random sampling, and the absolutely essen- -

tial requirement of an adequate response_ rate. " Of course, we also at-

.tempted .to cap1talize on the strengths.of previous stud1es. The next

_ chapter reviews those past outcome stud1es judged to be of_ acceptable -

", technical quality and therefore of va]ue in planning this study and
1nterpret1ng its f1nd1ngs. N .
‘ néféﬁéaaés '
Darkenwald G G. and MEPriam S. B., Adult Educat1on'ﬂ”Eoundatlonsfof
- practice.  New York Harper & Row, ‘T982. i
= :

-

P R)

Educat1on. Ch1cago. Univers1ty of Ch1cago Press,'l 75.

Me21row Jo s Darkenwa]d G. G., and_Knox, 3 B. Last Gamb1é on
Educat1on'- Dxnam1cs of Adult Basic Educat1on. Ha§ﬁ1rgton, D c.
KHH1£TEd‘Ea;1on‘KSSoc1at1on 1975
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CHAPTER II.. o :
PREVIOUS RESEARCH - .

C e

o Introduction

. Research qn the outcomes of perticipation in ‘adult basic education
grogrems has been ‘conducted. fom"various reasons. .An important reason
for outcome studies is to enable administrators to evaluate the strengths '
and weaknesses of their programs,. Another purpose is to provide_ teachers
with. information abuut the effectiveness of their 115truction. Finally; -
a crucial reason for such studies is to provide information on the bene-
fits of ABE, both for the individual and to society, in order to justify
continued financial support of such programs by the government.

. ) \

Outcomes and Indicators °

A

Before these studies _may. be - carried out, the expected outcomes must
be clearly defined. First; what is the overa11 goal of the RABE program?
Accopding to the Adult Education Act of 1966, as quoted inr szirow,
Darkenwald and Knox (1975); the purpose of ABE programs is to \educate
adults "whpse inability to speak, write, or read the English la Inguage
constitutes a substgntial impairment of their ability to get. or\ retain
employment commensurate with their real ability." -Adult Basic Education
was defined as educat'ion designed to "help eliminate such inability" and

:',“raise the education level of such individuals" with the intention of .

abi]ity to benefit from: occupationa] training and otherwise increas ing
their opportunities for more productive and profitable "employment, “\end
"making them better able to meet their adult-responsibilittes:" 1In
short, the goal—of ABE—is—to enable its participants "to become more\

employab]e, productive, and responsibie citizenss" - . |

These ambitious’ goals certainIy are significant ‘both for the indiéid-_

ual and society. The problem for research is how to determine whether

these, and others; nave -been reached. What specific outcomes should be
expected as a result of participation? What are the indicators of

“success" in ABE? Researchers have varied in their selection of 51gnifV*\

cant outcomes: In general, the outcomes studied falil into four-major

categories"”economic outcdmes, educational outcomes, famin and socia]]y

re]ated outcomes and personal ‘outcomes. S -

becatse they are eaSiest to measure; and because thez gr071de the mos t-

tangible evidence- of benefit to the individual and community. Helping

the unefiplcyed. to qualify for jobs, or helping those_ a]reggy _employed-to

qualify for better jobs, is the central purpose of ABE,’ according to the -

Adult Education Act. While finding emplovment is the variabIe most = .-

often studied, for [this outcome to ‘be significant researchers must con=’

51der whether the ABE participants _wer2 unemployed to begin with,
5
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Studies have also ‘examin d “the extent to which participation in ABE leads’

to better jobs, promotighs; and salary increases. Another factor re-

lated to employment. which has been studied is whether participants have

increased their job security: "An important outcome for society,; linked

to finding emp]oyment is the el1m1nation of publig ass1stance to ARE.

v o
. Educational outcomes are also frequently studied Since the main

* goal of instruction.in most ABE programs is the improvement of reading,

writing, ‘and math skills; .outcomes are usual]y measured in terms of test

scores in these areas. Passing the GED test is also used as an indic: tor

of success: Aside from test scores,.some researchers have used studen

perceptions of their basic-skills improvement sfnce,participat1hg in ABE.

Educationally-related outcomes of participation dalso include students.'

plans for, and actual enro]]ment in, further education and training.

-’

Outcomes related to participants' family and social 1ife can be

very s1gnificant. One object of research has been the effect of

dren. Researchers have attempted to determine this effect by asking par-.

ticipants if they helped cthildren with. schoolwork more, and if-their
.children were actually getting.better grades. ' Another variable studied

"is whether parents reported a more active 1nvolvement w1th school per-
sonriel and organizations.

social awarenes and involvement indicators of such involvement have

included the use of social services and participation in organ1zed‘com-

munity act1v1t1es, and . voting reg1stration and votihg behavior: - -
U .

. Outcomes that are primarily personal or affective are.less fre-

quent1y studied because they are difficult to measure. However; these
outcomes may be highly significant for the individuals The applicat1on

of improved skills, as_in- the increased reading of newspapers and maga-
zines; or in the compar1son of prices in shopping; is more meaningful to

students than -scores on basic skills tests: Some studies have included

students ' reports of their actual use of improved skills in daily living.

Intangible changes,; such as 1mproved self-concept-and greater self-con-

~ fidence are important for success in finding employment and part1c1pat1on

in c0mmun1ty 1i fe;. Researchers have assessed such changes by ask1ng

. students whether they. feel different]y about themselves as a result of

participation; or feel greater ease in relationships with other people.

6bv16§s]y, the outcomes of participation in ABE are var1ed and must .

be defined carefully. Unfortunate]y, much past research has beeg,J;m*ted
& by the kinds of outcomes studied or flawed methodologically. Two na-

tional studies (Development Associates, 1980; Kent, 1973) are/garticu-.fiz

larly significant for the sizé of the1r samples and the scope of the
‘research: 0One state-wide study, conducted by Boggs in 6h1o (1978) is

]
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a]so unusua]]y thorough. | : | '._ f.'>

i

-Other nat1ona]i state, and local studies which were relatively we]]-.
ﬂde51gned are also included in this review.. A number of very poorly '
executed studies have not been included. There is clearly a need for

-~ more r1gorous reSearch on the outcomes of ABE. =~ - s

@ | , s

-

" ' Napirnil epiidis : ; , -
\ : Nétidﬁé] Stgdié@ e

[

] A fiajor national study conducted by H1]]1am Kent. (]973) was begun
- in mid-197]1 and continued for more than two years: The major objective
was to evaluate the effectsof the. ABE program on its "priority group".
of students. ~This group was defined as—adults from "18-44 yedrs old with
less than 8 -years of schooling:" The sample did not include students
44 .years old, migrants; institutionalized students, and students in
g]1$h as a Second Language classes: The samplq&1ncluded 2;318 students.
in 200 classes; 90 programs; and 15 states: Data were gathered on
.Student characteristics, educational goals, and opinions, as well as
program and classroom characteristicss The students were tested twice -
and interviewed three times; follow-up interviews were held at twelve

and eighteen month intervals after the initial interview: The first two
' interviews were -conducted in person, while the last were generally by .
- telephone. Of the total sample, 47% were-initially interviewed in class; "

and 15% were 1nterv1eﬁedjgg§slgg7df the classroom. The response rate,

" “erroneously computed by Kent as 77%;-was actually 62%: About 74% of
those initially interviewed were contac _the first follow-up inter-

fo]]ow-up 1nterv1ew.

view; of this group, 79% were reached for the se

This study used both test scores and students' own percepsjons as -

measures of academic outcomes.’ Students enro]led in the ABE programs

were g1ven pre- and post-tests with a four month interval. Mean grade-_

level-gains. between tests were half a grade for reading and three-tenths_

- of a grade for math. However, over 26% gained a full grade or more in

read1ng achievement and nearly 20% gained a full grade or more in math

achievement. Approximately one-third of all students made no gain at
all or even dropped in scores dur1ng the four’ month 1nterva].:.—

.. In both follow-up 1nterv1ews, students were asked: how muchfthe
believed their abilities to read, write, and work with numbers Had
il

their abili

,,,,,,,,, th
abilities in reading had increased very much; 46% believed their mat
i

proved during the’ past. year: Almost all believed that their a

Almpst 50% believed tha

b S & .
‘; .

had incresed at least to some extent.

bility had increased very much, and 33% bel ed their writing a ty

.ability had increased very much, and 33% be]ieved their wr1t1ng abi
had increased very much, , -

Students'. p]ans for further education_ﬂate_also exam1ned* Inter-

viewees were asked if they were or planned to enroll in ‘high school com-

p]et1on, college, or vocational-technical training. Both_at the begin-

ning and at the end of the eighteen moth period, about tw0ath1rds planned -

on add1t1ona] vocationa] or technica] training. However, the number of ’

f
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students p]ann1ng to get a h1gh school” d1ploma dec11ned (from 91% to 81%),
and the number planning to attend college dropped from 60% to 37%. The
reason for such a drastic change in students' plans. to enter co]]ege .
might have been the realization of these ABE students ‘that a gréat amount

of time and study would be required for them to prepare for ce]]egs work.

Gn]y 31% of the interviewees stated that their main. reason for en-

rolling in ABE was to get a better job: In initial 1nterv1ews, students

were asked if they had looked for work in the past six months; if they

had difficulty in finding a ‘job due to lack of education; if they were

‘ current]y employed and, if so, how many hours worked per week; their

earnings, and their chances of getting a raise and of losing their jobs.

In follow-up interviews, interviewees were asked- the same g@es;jgnslfff

and if employed, were also asked if they had the same job as when int

viewed previously, whether ABE éTé§§é§ had he]@é& them to find a Jjob;
1f

iﬁy
had greater job security.

In general, the students 1nterv1ewed increased their emp]oyment and
earn1ngs. At the time of -the first interview, 58% had soma,gob earnings;

eighteen months later 70% had some job earnings.., The earnings of those

who worked increased from a mean of $336 per month to a mean of $407 per -
- month. However, when the effects of the 5 to 6% rate of - 1nf|at10n at

that the students available for. fo]]ow-up-interviéws were those-who-had.
more. stable employment, the actual increase in earnings becomes less
signlf%;aﬂt, About 66% of the employed students had received a raise.
since~the first 1nterview. Of these; 15% believed that ABE helped a

. 1ittle; 20% that it helped some, and 12% that it helped a:lot in their
getting such a raise.. Almost'75% of those who worked felt that ABE
helped them on the job. A little more than half of the employed inter-
viewees had the same jobs in follow=up.'as in initial interviews. Of
the nearly ' SU% who had changed jobs, 79% preferred their new jobs.

: ] About 26% of the students at the first interview were receiving
* public assistance., This figure decreased to 22% in the final interviews.
Again, thehprabability that the students available for fo]]ow-up inter=
views were amployed makes this decrease 1nsign1f1cant. ) ,
] : ; .
B ~;n the area of family and community involvement, this study included
0Ny quest%gns in regard to parent-child_ relationships., Interviewees =
e asked Whether they had school-age (5-18 years) children, and whether
— they had helped children with schoolwork in the past year. About 50%
of initial finterviewees had school-age children; 55% of all initial inter=
viewees had helped children with schodlwork in the past year. . In_follow=

up interviews; the percentage who had helped children had risen s]ight]y,

to 58%. The effect of ABE was apparently 1nsign1f1cant.

Kent's study does not. devote much attentian to the primari]y persona]

or “affective” results of ABE: Students were asked about their primary
reason for attending ABE classes. About .69% said that.their main reason

for coming was "mostly to learn SOmething," whi]e 31% came "mostly to get

14




3

Act, conducted

.Students in-ABE; AHS; and ESL classes. The sample was drawn from a 1istl_
of students registered in the.spring prior to the site visits in November "

'd1ng was most 1mportant

a better job," Forty-sight percent felt that re was mos
for them to learn, 46% -felt math was most .- 1mpor ‘ant ;- and 6% fe]t wr1t1ng
was most 1mportant. .

As an 1nd1cator of the personal applrcat1on of sk1lls, part1c1pants

were asked in follow-up interviews if théir reading of newspapers, maga-

zines; and books had increased since ABE. Thirty-six percent said-such

; 'read1ng had 1ncreased very much ‘/nd only 15% said not at all.;

‘In the first follow-up 1nterv1ew part1cipants Were asked two.

_ - -_ T EFXIE_FE pa

‘questions in regard to health 1nformat1on and services. Some 38% said

that the ABE program gave them information about health; 13% said that

ABE helped them receive health serv1cos.

R
In conclusion, the Kent study found that participation in ABE re-

sulted in 1mprovement in basic ‘'skills, both according to test scores.and

- to students' own perceptions. Benefits also .included gains in employ-

ment; some increase in earnings, and improved skills on the job. The

fact that the majority of students enrolled for educational rather than

‘empl oyment .related reasons is - 1mportant. The mathodology uged con-

sisting of follow-up interviews over an extended period of time, iS an

appropriate-way to determine benefits which may not become apparent

immediately after participation. The major faults of the study were its -

lack of attention to the affect1ve changes resulting from ABE and its

. limited- response“rate."' i . i -

AnAAssesment of the State-Administered Program of the Adult Educat1on
evelopment Associates (1! s WasS commissS1onet e .

_Co 0y _ )y t
Offfice of Evaluation and Dissemination of USOE in 1978 "{a) to provide

an ana]yt1c description of the Grants to States program, with _particular ~

emphasis ori program part1c1pants, and (b) to identify a set of impact

measures that can be studied in a longitudinal design.” A large part of
the study was. concerned with program operat¥ons and characteristics, .
both at the state and loca] levels, However ~one stated obaective1wasi

Participant data were collected by S1te vis1ts to a sample of 111.

local- adult educatinn-progams in forty states. - Participants. ingluded

December 1979, so it included both people who had completed the classes

and those who had dropped out. Data were gathered. from program records

': about the part1c1pants characteristics and attendance. Interviews were
conducted by telephone. At least three attempts were made.to contact _

each student. The interview response ﬂate was—38%: of 3;115 potential
participants; 1,177 were successfully contacted ‘and’ interviewed* Due to -
differences between those people interviewed aﬁd those not reached and -
the low percentage of the sample contacted, responses are. not_ general- .
izable to the &8ntire populationg Interv1ewees were more ‘1ikely to be.
white; female, middlezagéd or erly,;. and .to live in rural areas. Also;
interviewees were more Wkely to be sti]] enrolled. 1n classes; and there-

fore to be more positive about the program.

T I




‘ reported reason (by &6% of respondents) was to pass the GED. Other maJor'

r

10 . .

Educat1ona1 goals were stated as most 1mportant by : respondents for '

enrolling in adult educat1on classes. Interviewees were asked to describe

reasons were to acqiiire basic reading, writing and math skills:(stated by .
33% of respondents) and to learn the English language: {(22%). About'54%°
gaye more than one reason_ for enrolling, but when asked to state the one/
most 1;Eortant reason, 79% gave one of. _the above reasons. : :

. Spec1f1ca11y, part1c1pants were asked 1f the classes “had he]ped them
to read, write, and work with _humbers better. Almost 75% felt their

* reading skilis had improved, 69% felt their math sk1lls had 1mproved

and 66% felt the1r ert1ng skills had. 1mproved
) The results of the study 1nd1cated that adult basic educat1on may

often lead to further education or training. for participants. At the
. time of the interview,; 57% of the respondents were already. involved or

-

planned to enroll in other_adult. education programs. Twenty-three. percent .
were uncertain, and only_ 17.5% were not plann1ng to part1c1pate, and -
many of these were e]der]y adults. . : N

from adu]t education;_58% 1nd1cated that they p]anned to enroll in theﬁ,
future, most frequently mentioning vocational/technical training (by 29%
of respondents) Plans for academ1c education were a]so ment1oned fre-.

Only 7.7% of 1nterv1ewees.saad—that—one_of_the:reasons they enrol]ed
in adult education courses was to get a job, and only 5.7% said that . ; .

— o e ——

they wanted to get a better job. Thirty-eight percent of the inter=-
viewees were employed full-time; and 14% were employed part-time. When

asked if the adult education program had helped them get a better job,

only 17.7% replied affirmative]y. In the study's report* it is recognized

" that. employment-related gains due to participation in adult educat1on

should be assessed more carefu]]y 1n future studies. .

The only guestion specifi cally dirécted to famf]y or commun1ty life:

~ was whether interviewees felt/fhat participatfon in the adult education

program had helpéd them "get along better" with their family: About 51%' K

indicated that the program had helped the1r fam1ly relat1onsh1ps.‘ﬂ

Participants’ perceptions of the1r personal goa] atta1nment was. an

_important factor considered in this" study.~ Interviewees were asked

whether they had successfully reached or were in the- process of reachingﬂ

what they had hoped. to attain whén they first enrolled: .Almost 42%

‘reported successfully reaching. their goais and.38% sa1d that the1r goais

‘were part1ally atta1ned

B | ' N
In add1tﬂon to genera] goal attainment, 1nterv1ewees were asked

about specific persona] outcomes of attending adult ‘education. c]asses.‘

- They were asked if the program. had helped them achieve . "ife goals;" .

such as getting a driver S license or using a checking account.- About



mo

'25% said that they had. achieved such a goal* Participants were also

asked if the program helped them “think better of themselves:" Almost

48% .reported that tney had an improved self-concept from going to adult

‘education classes.

Finally, interv1ewees were asked about the most 1mport§nt result of:

their participation in adult education. The six most frequent :responses
were: learning to speak English learning to read and write, increased

learning math skills. o _ B , \u_ o ';

. Overall, the most significant outccme of part 1pat1on revealed by;'
this study was an improvement 1n~self—concept., Also significant was -
the fact that 80‘ of the reSpondents had“enrolled to attain educational .

goals. However, the results of the study were ‘1imited by the lows] er- . ﬁé*’*

‘. centage of the sample which was contacted, and by the tendency of ¥ respon-l,,l
.dents to. still be enrolled in the program.l , oo

~ Most recently, A National Survey of GED Test’ Candidates Prepara-= _
tion, Performance, and 18 Month Outcomes (1983) was conducted oy Ronalad -
- M. Cervero. Dne _purpose; ‘among ‘others; . of this study was’ to determi e

they ‘nad taken the ytests A national]y representative sample of -12;,646
GED test candidates completed initial surveys at ‘the time they took the
test, in April and May 1980." At_that time, 9530 _(75.4%) agreed-to par-.
'ticipate in a folldw-up study. Participants differed from nonparticipants
in that women agreed to part1c1pate more than men; and those passing the
GEE more than those who failed. PartiCipants were_gn the averaije ‘older*.

. than nonpartieipants: B

oo : ira—-,, . T
. . In Dctooer l98l the follow-up survey was'mailed.to a 20% sample ——
of those who agreed to participates A total of 458 were completed, a-
24% response rate; esresponse rate was. adJusted to. 29,5% because 3l5
surveys were. returned a5 undeliverable. Again; respondents.'were older
(29 vs. 24 years), had higher GED scores, and were more likely to be
female: Another statistically significant differénCe was that nonre-. _— .-
spondents tended to-have.completed more years of school than respondents.

These differences; and the very low response rate, limit attempts to .
genera.ize resunts of the study. - . ‘

; pusa— . . <. /

- GED test; either at the time of the’ 1n1t1al ‘survey; or in the 18 month

period before ‘the follow-up survey. ' Of the 458 respondents_to the ° ;
follow-up survey, 383 had passed the test and were included in the study.

'

outcomes in regard to- passing. the GED.; Less. than one-third expected
that getting the GED would heétp-them to keep_their job; get a job promo-

‘tion, or get a salary increase. As an actual outcome, l6 reported that

19% to get a salary increase. Addit‘onally, 75% expected the GED to
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he]p thenm qualify for a® new Job Fifty-two percent reportd that it
actually did. Seventy-two ‘percent expected the GEB to help them to be
admitted to an educational institution; and 52% to a.job training pro-
.gram.; _Respondents were asked: about their participation in educational

or training programs since taki@g the GED. About 45% had participated :
or were currently enrolled.as part- or fu]i-time students: The institu- .
tions respondents most frequently enrolled‘in were community colleges.

Respondents were also asked about the1r future plans for: participation“'

in education. Seventy-five percent stated that. they planned to.enroll

in some kind-of educational program 1n the future, w1th‘30% indicatingv t-,

a community co]lege.ﬁ f‘_

This study was limited to educationa] and emp]oyment outcomes: It

did not examine par*icipants other goals, and more personal and -affec=

ltive outcomes of passing the GED: test, such.as increased self-esteem..

Such outcomes .should-also be considered in an evaluation of a GED program. {

' ‘However, the.results of, thé study did indicate_that many: people. take the™
GED to get a_better job or to qualify for- further education or training.
‘About half of the respondents actual]y did'achieve these goa]s as a

‘result of passing the GED.

»,
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& The most detailed 1mpact study on a state-wide level was ABE in thO'
. A Program Impact Evaluation, conducted in 1977 by David L..Boggs, Terry

« Buss, and Steven M. Yarnezll.. .This study was intended "to determine

Y r the purposes .of the Adu]t Education ‘Act were being achieved in

0h10 A E programs.” The general areas of concern were improvement of

cupgtional status, further a551miiation into society, and attainment

rsonal goals. A telephone survey of former ABE students was con-
ducted .three years after they.had enrolled in the program. . A. representa=
tive sample; selected.according to a mu]tistage random sample design;
was_drawn from a stratified.sample of_ 12 ABE programs.. 0f an estimated .
3,500 formér-students (terminated in, 1973-74), 1,200 had valid phone S
numbers or addresses. Interviews. were held, over a ‘one-month” period in -
~1977. _Of the 1,200, only 351, about 21%, were contacted and interv1ewed

i In addition, a contro] group of persons e]igible for ABE but who had

never enro]]ed were intervwewed o °

~a

[ Academic outcomes of ABE were measured by test resu]ts, attainment

cationv/'Students beginning and separation grade levels were taken from .
program records. : The' mean -reading score gain was 1.75 grade levels; the ., -
‘mean_math score. gain was 3:06 grade 1evels. The mean hours of attendance -
was 113 and the median was 885 . S i' . B

°~math,,reading, d/or wniting skills, and to pass the GED and whether
their goals were met.. Over 95% who:had.wished to improve their academic
skills felt that’ they had. Sixty-two percent stated their goal was to

- . - ‘ -
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participation in social institutions and general social involvement.

L f"i; R

' L.
" . S o '

pass the GEB testf . Forty percent actua]]y de se. o j._ ”'jf.}~

‘ Interv1ewees were asked 1f they had enro]]ed 1n ABE to prepare for
another ‘educational program, and if so, did_the preparation help, They.
were also asked if they were currently" enrolled .in an éducational program;

or if they. planned to do. S0 in.the future. About 17% of the.respondents ;

werg currently _enrolled in programs such as GED classes; vocational-

techn1ca1 tra1ning, and colleges Nearly 60% said that they planned to ~
enroll in some kind of ‘educational program in the future. Further ABE -

or -GED classes were most frequently'ment1oned* o e

This tudy measured 1mprove@ent71n econom1c ‘and, occupat1ona1 -status
~ by ask1ng"§§

increased income, or increased job secur1ty since part1c1pat1ng in ‘ABE:.

M, S —=

whether part1c1pants had obained emp]oyment .a better- Job*

Sixty-one percent ‘of ‘the participants said that they: ‘enrolled to obtain . |

a job or-a better job. .Over 50% reported they did so. Of the inter-

viewees who were employed; about 40% had received promotions since

“enrolling in ABE; and almost 65% felt that the chances .of keeping the1r ”f L

—— = — o - — — L — " —— g — g g — g —— g — —

 jobs were betters: Th1rty-four'percent said that- part1c1pat1ng #n' ABE .

- had he]ped them increase:their incomes However, the. students' reported

change in income, with. ‘ad justment for 1nf1at1on, did not 1mprove their
re]at1ve f1nancial status.',.l,. . :

.

One of. the stated goans of the study was t rdeterm1ne whether ABE

students had been‘"further assim11ated‘1nto soc1e -4 of major con-

asked if they had school-age children, attended‘mee ngs for parents at

school, helped children with homework, how-many times) per week ;. whether

. sideration were parent/school relationships. .orme, ABE students were

-attend1ng meetings and he1p1ng_ch11dren had_increased sznce’their part1c1-

pat1on in ABE;. and if they were now more ab]e to ta]k to teachers.

said they usually went to school meetings and helped_ &Hildren with home- . "

woqg; “Since com1ng to ABE 79%. of the parents said’ they he]ped more with

- Singe coming to ABE-

0ver 75% of respondents had schoo]-age ch11dren, and at 1east 65%

‘classes, 38% of parents attended meet1ngs at school'more often.f About

69% .said they were better: able to talk to teachers:and principals since’

ABE, which seems to reveal. an increase in se]f-conf1dence. .The, results.

indicate that ABE:had a pos1t1ve effect on parents' 1nvo]vement in their

ch11d.en s educ t1on.,-w Coel - ST L

Boggs questionna1re 1nc1uded a var1ety of quest1ons 49n regard todr

y students were ‘asked if:they used the 11brarz’ used socia] serv1ces,

Former » used
were {nvotved 1n ‘community activities more, about -the same, or less since

attenfing ABE. -About one third of the respondents indicated that they - &

- used/the 11brary (30%), and 'social services more\(32%), and were more

invoived in community act1v1t1es (33%) since ABE.‘ |

Students were also. asked if they were registered to vote, if. theyi 7'f -

had voted in 1972.(before or during their ABE class) and in. 19765 - Voting

1ncreased by 6% from 1972 to 1976. “0f - those not vot1ng 1n 1976 25 8%

c ‘j:-;»'.‘- ) ""‘ ' 1 /
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L were reg1stered to vote.. The effect of-ABE on voting behavior Was insig-
'n1f1cant. g * T -

In .terms of students"persona1 deve]opment the Boggs study pr1mar11y
focused . on whether students' personal educat1ona1 goals had been met:; ‘In
add1t1on, respondents were asked if-they had hoped to attain the personal
'goal of getting a drriver's license_ by part1c1pat1ng in ABE." Very few _
'indicated that they -had such a goa], SO no data were reported en th1s -

quest1on.' L .‘ L B ; : e

“

- T

Respondents were asked two quest1ons ‘in regard to app]1l:¥-en56f
academic skills: _do you read magazines, books, apd-newspapers

‘ paper's,;. and wr1te
" letters more; less; or .about the sahe s 1nce/enroll1ng in ABE? - About 57% ..
~ -said that they.read more; ard 28,7%-said that they wrote letters more | .
-+ often; -Former students we SO _ asked§1f study1ng and talking to peopie .
' were easier since ABE; and-about 61% said yés in .bqth areas. When asked . .
if they cont1nued fr1endsh1ps ‘made in ﬂBE“a1most 70% rep11ed aff1rma- S
: t1ve1y. ; S , L : .

“In general; the resulfs of the study indicate thatystudents' ddica-

- tional goals are being met in’ABE programs., There is .also some evidence

of . ga1ns in emp]oymentf' Effects on parents' involvement: in their chil-

dren's schooling see€m positive; but the actual_lmpact on their children' s

" scinool performance needs further study. 'Also, more attention is needed

.to changes in 'self-concept and attitudes wh1ch affect other outeomes such,

-as_community - involvement: .- The low response rate 'of the survey is a prob-

Tem which may be difficult to overcome in any study Wh1ch attempts to

measure outcomes over an extended per1od of . t1me. - L s

o Another §t§§92W]9§,5§UdYs EyaluatioﬁeofeAdultesaslcgEducatlon in® ,
Iennessee, was ‘conducted in 1980 by Paul L. Jones and John R, Petr . Th1s-'

" study evaluated 'ABE programs in Tennessee71n terms of program goa]s and
objectives, instruction, and students' perceptions of their: reiat1onsh1ps

with their teachers. Data weré also gathered about students percept1ons

'of the outcomes of thejr. part1c1pat1on in ABE.

L -l o - —G.—.,
Students percept1ons of o\tcomes were measured oy a 26-item instru-.

ment W1th a L1kert-type scor1ng system, . The instruments were sent to a

. sample of 89 programs across.the state. Each program director‘was asked

.%o, administer the..instrument to 25 students. Thus, the sample was not

- :strlctlgfrandom,i7Informatlon was returned-from 72 programs--an 80% pro- .
. gram response‘rate;. From a potential samp]e of 2 225, 1 623 usab]e forms

L were’ obta1ned--a response rate of. 72 9%. :
| SR A

The 1nstrument;conta1ned statements wh1ch were 1ntended tofmeasure ‘

changé in "quality .of 1ife:" . The statements~were based on- concepts_drawn

. from_ the literature in the field of -adult education. '"Quality of 1ife"

was defined in terms-of (1) self-expression, (2) self-concept, (3) family

(5) leisure, (6) relationships with others, and’

11fe, (8).1ife in genera]

JhoY My IEARASER- bl huldal i S ¥4 T =2F22

(7) soc1ety.‘ _Responses. were analyzed according to the characteristics of

. . .age, sex; race, ‘level of past edUCat1on, ]ength of time enro]]ed 1n ABE,

" .emp1oyment status, and 1ncome.
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, 'eneral the results 1nd1cated that part1c1pants felt that ABE
had, a poS1t1ve effect on their lives. 0Overall, respbndents .perceived an.
improvement in each area of the Mquality of ‘1ife" assdéssment, Males,

"older adu?ﬁs, and students who. had been in the program for Tonger periods
of time tended to give.the most positive responses:. -However; the study -

was limited: pecause the sample consisted only of students currently par-
t1c1pat1ng 1m ABE, . v o .

. Jtis ngéfsurpr1s1ng that current. part1c1pants would feelfgenerally |
posm ve aboutythe outcomes of their participation, or else they would
-stop atten ng:\ Data are needed on -the_ perceptlogsfof'students,yhofgropped

out of the/ABE programs. Also, the study 'is deficient because it provides °

"'no 1nform tion—on—the benefits of ABE for those students who completed

the progham or achneved their personal goals., However;. the research is -

R e
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signifidant. because it attempted to determ1ne some of the more affect1ve e

-outcom7s of part1c1pat1on in ABE* .

, RecceptionseofgppagcamelmpactwaMﬂéﬂﬂﬂLqn'Maryland, a l98l study '
~conducted7bgfsharon M. Walker, D. Merrill .Ewert, and Gene C. Whaples, was.

© " simifar in terms of shortcom1ngs. The research was based on personal '

.'”=1nterv1ews with 120 students from, three Maryland count1es., The interviews: .

g weze supplemented by group dlscuss1ons, classroom observations and case

dies. The sampling frame was developed by. randomly select1ng 26 'ABE/ -.

. GﬁD classes from which five participants were chosen to be interviewed.
A@a1n, the study was limited because the sample consisted only of studentS'
currently enrolled in an ABE/GED program. - People who had reached their
goals earlier. or who dropped out because the program was not meeting their
-/ needs were not included in the analysis. " Also, the study was based on

/ students’ percept1ons only, and inciuded no data on longwterm outcomes

,,g Quest1ons regard1ng changes in part1c1pants' l1ves were grouped L
N 1nto the followlng categor1e5' changes 1n econom1c status, att1tud1nal

" ing educat1on. Results 1nd1cated that the maaor change attr1buted to. -
participation was a change'in self= concept--89" of respondents reported
'"feel1ng different about themselves“ as a result of participat1on inn L.

ABE/GED programs. .. Interviewees alsoc perceived ap yrovement-in basic-
sk1lls., Seventy-six percent. felt that- their readinfxskills: had- improved,

© 81% that _their writing skills. ‘had improved, and-90% that the1r math sk1lls'
had 1mproved as a result of attend1ng ABE/GED classes. .

N

" This’ study did not reveal any. s1gn1f1cant economic changes for par-

t1c1pants in ABE/GED programs. However, the limitations of the metho-='
dology were recognized in this area. 'Since the sample was still involved"
. in_classes, changes in. economic status ‘may not have had time to develop. o
: *Interv1ewees did- perceive their- future employment prospects to. be -‘improved,
« Eighty=five percent of those unemployed perce1ved their chances of f1nd1ng‘ '
a. JOb to be better. o , . o ST
o In conclus1on,.th1s study was l1m1ted by a sample cons1st1ng Only of
currently enrolied students, many of whom had participated for.a short .
~ time. However, the results do suggest that 1mproved self- concept was a
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mJJGP result. of part1c1pat1on, even for those students who had not ex-
per1enced other, more tang1b1e changesa, ‘ . .

;, ' .! )

Loca] Outcomes Stud1eS -

I__?, I

4

_ Fol]ow-up smug1es of spec1a] ‘progans _ and proaects have also prov1ded

information on’ the od?comes of part1c1pat1on in ABE One such study was

School D1ploma Program on its graduates.g/A quest1onna1re was mailed to '

-graduates ten months after they_ completed the program. As of June 1978,

the respomse to -the survey was 66% (387 completed quest1onna1res)

Quest*ons were grouped 1nto the fo]low1ng categor1es,f 1earn1ng- B

1mprovement of sk1lls. The most ‘positive responses were in the category

-of effects on self=concept: 'More than 82% of - respondents. reported feel-
ing more. positive about their abilities .as a result of earning 'a diploma,;’

and 94%'reported an-increase in self-confidence; : Respondents also ‘re-_

ported significant improvement in basic and life, sk1lls. ‘A -substantial

number, more-than 78%, expressed interest in continuing their learnings - -

Job' ?e]ated changes ‘were not as. s1gn1f1cant,_a1though 52:7% reported a
_raise ‘in salary. No data were g1ven on the percentage of unemploizd -
-graduates who ad become employed. since receiving their diploma. ‘iie
utility of the f1nd1ngs 1s- limited because the?e was '‘no data- on

_unsuccessful program’ part1c1pants. ”', T g N

The Texas Adult Performance Level PrOJect (]979) alsp surveyed

= ST T - Rk @

students to demonstrate program effectfvenes@.- The survey consisted of

a guest1onna1re mailed to graduates six months after they receivéd their

: d1ploma. N1nety graduates responded to the’ quest1onna1re. Data on pop-

ulation s1ze, sample size; and response rate were:not given. Again; an

‘f-concept: was: the -most s1gn1f1cant ‘outcome: More:than

improvement in se

half of the respondents reported feeling . Ya lot more confident in myself"

and 29% saif they-felt’ "more - confident." /Another important outcome was

that more than 6ne-third of’ the respondents ‘had taken - further :courses

after graduat1on. There was no 1nformat1on on program dropouts.

A study of outcomes was - conducted a part of PrOJect FeISeT.

(Functional In=Service Tra1n1ng), a New Jersey tutorial program, for 0-5 |

. readers.. (Darkenwa]d -1983),. To: co]lectldatafabggt the_outcomes of par-
ticipation,.a one page questionnaire was completed;. with.assistance if

necessary, by 51.students. It included questions .about the app11cat1on7-""

espondents found jobs; and 18%-

concept. . About 20% of the unemployed
got better jobs: :In regard to famlly

ife, 33% of parents began to he]p

of reading skills, changes in emp]oymeEt status, and'changes in self- -n:'"

their ch11dren with _their. homework, and 43%° began to read to their chil- -

" dren. 'About 59% began to _read the .ne Spaper. "As=a—result’ of, part1c1pa-

and 617 felt better about themselves n general*'

tion in the program, 59% “elt better about. their sk11]s and ab111t1es, L

~ A
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* " In summary, the pasx research on the outcomes -of part1c1pat1on in

“ABE has not' yielded consistent or conc]us1ve results, However, many L

studies have indicated that the mosttdramat1c change for students was in

self-concept. Go1ng back to.school helped many students lmprove their

;. self-image and gain. .confidence in themselves and in their ability to

-deal with other peop]e. Studies also found- that- most “ABE participants

.. made at least. some gains -in basic sk1]ﬂs., These gains were particularly

1mportant because the majority of studénts reported that-they enrolled

in ABE to achieve educational.goals. ° A large percentage’of respondents

in numerous studies - reported at 1east part1a1]y atta1n1ng the1r persona]
- educat1ona1 goals. ) : S -

¥
N

On the whole, the stud1es d1d not reveal notab]e ga1ns in: emp]oyment

for ABE part1c1pants. .HoWever, ‘only a. smal] percentage of students re- -

ported that their primary reasons, for enrolling were emp]oyment related: - -

There were indications-that many students see ABE as one step in a process

‘towards economic. advancement; Many expressed the desire to: cont1nue par-.

t1c1pat1on in other educat1ona1 o tra1n1ng programs..

The qua11ty of much ‘of the research 11m1ts the credibility and

generel1zab1]1ty of, the f1nd1ngs.. Few studies .were designed or imple-

mented with enough care to obtain accurate_information-on all important

changes which could be diréctly attributed to ABE. The studies were also

.- handicapped by very low response rates and thus by potentially unrepre- .

-sentative samples.’ More research is needed to identify accurate]y the-

many outcomes of part1c1pat1on in ABE for the individual, and to assess

the impact of ABE on' society as'a ‘whole: However, this. research will.be’

~of little value unless greater attention 1s g1ven to correcting the basic

methodo]og1ca] shortcom1ngs noted above., :

o
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o CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY - o

Before describing in detail. how the rescarch was carried out; it is

important to consider the general "issue of design alternatives and the
rationale for the choice made in this respect.

 The ideal design, of course, would have been a field experiment with
random-assignment of adult learners tu treatment and control groupss -
Obviously; this was ispessible, if:only because participation in adult -
education is voluntary and enrol Iment open-ended. Ap actual, rather than

hypothetical option, was to employ a "matched" control group_design: However,
in_our opinion and that of experts in research methodology (e:g:, Kerlinger, _
1964), matching on age, sex, race, school attainment, etc., is not an.adequate

~alternative to random assignment and may even lead to misleading cpnclusions.

o

There is simply no assurance whatever that all relevant:wvariables are’ .«

controlled. In the present case, the fact that ABE. students voluntarily
participate assures that they differ in a significant way from any "matched
group" that might be constituted. o ~ e

An alternative we would have employed, had we the requisite time and

. money, is the single group with replication design. This design entails - _

drawing two random samples at two different points in time. If the outcome
findings are similar; they can be attributed with some confidence to _ _
participation in ABE. Stability of findings over time and place indicates,

for example; that conclusions are unlikely to be confounded by extraneous
events or .circumstances (e.g.; changes in labor market conditions or
population demographics). The design also controls for maturation, which'is
generally considered the most serious threat to internal validity,
particularly in quasi-experimental research. However, when the subjects or
respondents are .out-of-school adults; it is illogical to expect any _

maturation effects, such as increased knowledge or ability, due to normal-

cognitive development not part of the treatment. Put technically, the no-
treatment expectation for adults (but ot for school or college students) is
ro change. Thus, even a single group design without replication, which was
the option selected given the constraints described above, controls for the

‘major threat to internal validity in research with adults that does not

k™ A Cu?

ﬁtiii%e tests or obtrusive treatmentss 7 ?

~ Since the purpose of the present study was not to test hypotheses or

conduct, a formal evaluation, most of the vaiidity issuss central to the
traditional expérimental research paradigm are less important than they. may
seem or even totally irrelevant (e.g., regression toward the mean, testing

effects, reactive treatments, and s¢_on.) What we sought to do, and did do,

was to obtain factual and attitudinal data from adults concerning their

- experiences‘as ABE studénts. The .method employed was the traditional .

sociological survey. .Thus; the technical -adequacy of the research should be
judged on the basis_of criteria utilized by survey researchers rather than

" experimental ﬁéyéhdlégists. These have to do.mainly with sampling design,

response rates; questignnaire constructidn,; respondent recall, inter-rater
reliability, and the validity of responses _to certain types of items, such
as those dealing with sensitive matters. Subsequent sections of this chapter .
address these issues separately for each of the two component surveys, . . -
describing the sampling nlans and samples, instrument development, and data
collection and analysis procedures. ' Lo

- / . 3 “‘ . N
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Sadﬁiﬁng Design & Procedures: _Outcomes & Impact Comporent . -

QWFJersey, adult bas1c skills educat1on (termed here ABE)
[ %all educational programs for ad&lts deficient -in the basic
skillsy 1ﬁt1ud1ng ability to speak the English language:. MNo official .
distinctions are made between English language instruction (ESL),
instruction geared to the needs of the functionally illiterate (commonly
termed ABE); and. programming for_more advanged students preparipng for
high school completion via the GED test oreihe aduit high school. Thus,
with the exceptions noted below, the study population consisted of 'all

basic skills students enrolled in publicly supported programs sponsored by

school districts and commun1ty colleges across the state. Exceptions *

included- participants in ESL classes (because pf language and cost

constraints) and those enrolled in_programs for special, atypica] popula=

" _tions; namely; prisoners, the mentally i11, the ‘mentally retarded, and the

aged. The tota] _pepulation of ABE students, ‘excluding those, enru]]ed in

ESL and special programs, was 28, 179 in- 1982 (program data: f6r 1983 were

not availableat the, start of the study nor when this report was. wr1tten )

The total number of WBE programs in the state, subtracting 23 serving only

‘ESL and spec1a] populat1ons, was 127.
Sempl4ngeneslgnf _ P

Simple ‘random sampling was not possible because a tota] 11st1ng of
the population, including addresses and phone :umbers, was.unavailable.
Conhsequently, the "probability proportionate to size" sampling technigue:
(Babbie, 1973) was emp]oyed to select a random sample proport1onate to .
program {cluster) s1ze.

In:the first stage of sampling, each cluster (program) is given a *
chance of selection proportionate to its size (in number of elements).
Large, clusters have a better chance of selection than small ones. In
the second stage of sampling, however, the same number of elements

(respondents) are. chosen from each selected cluster. The effect of -

these two procedhres is to equalize the ultimate probabilities of.
selection of all elements, since elements in large clusters stand a
poorer chance of selection within their cluster than those in small

clusters. (p. 101)

.

Element ' Number of Cluster S1ze Elements

Probab111¢y = Clusters X =~m===c=sam== x Selected

Selected Population Size - Per Cluster

Cluster Size

sent ressarch, the probability of a given .
s

re
element (student) -being selected

f

|
App]yingé this formula to the pr
!
o
|
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Obv1ously, to ut111ze the PPS des1gn, it 1s _necessary to determ1ne the

desired sample size and number of programs for the first stage of the

samp11ng process (i.e:; selection of sample programs based on_cluster

size and number of c1usters) -In the present study,; the sample size was -

set at 400 and the number of programs to be selected at 10. The ideal, of

" course, is to select the 1argest ‘possible sample_size and as many programs

as poss1b1e. A sample of 400 distributed over 10 programs was judged the -

maximum feasible given the constraints of a small budget and a full-time .

staff of one. Nonetheless; a sample of 400 was sufficient 'for the study's

purposes. Among other things, it was more than adequate to permit sub1

group analyses (e:gs, by age or sex) without reducing the sub-group N's so

great]y as to Jeapord1ze the Va11d1ty of f1na1ngs and conc1u51ons._

sampling Proced

The sample programs were selected by ass1gn1ng sequent1a1 "cluster

_ numbers" to every program in accordance with its ABE enrollment (rounded

as appropriate). A total of 704 such cluster numbers were assigned, with

- each number representing 40 students (total N = 28, 160 after rounding:)

' The largest-program was assigned 79 cluster numbers; the smallest, one:

Finally, from a table of random numbers, 10°threé-digit numbers betwéen

001 and 704 were selected in order to complete the first stage of the _

- sampling procedure. ‘Although the first stage sampling design called for

selecting 10 programs, 9 were actually selected because 6ne program, ‘due

to its large size, was selected twice. Double selection does not violate

the principle of randomnes.s inherent -in the:PPS method. Of course; unlike

the other 8 programs, the students (e]ements) random]y se]ected from th1s

one tota]]ed 80 1nstead o. 40. -

. ‘was informed of the purpose of the study and asked to participate. All

Once a program was selected: us1ng the PPS techn1que, its director

agreed, thus ma1nta1n1ng the integrity of strict random selection, For

each of the 9 programs, a "oroject 1iaison coordinator" was selected to -

assist with e]ement sampling and to provide additional.data on the character-’

istics and status of students in the sample (e.g., age, sex, monthly

attendance figures)., The coordinatofs comprised the project's Adyiisory

;Board and were paid a token honorarium. Their first task was to comp11e

©© a'1ist of all non-ESL students who were either ."continuers"” or who had
enrolled no later than October 1, 1983, and had completed 12 hours of

instruction by November 15, 1983. Students on the lists of "eligibles"

were assigned sequential numbers and 40.were selected from each-program-—

_(80 from the program selected twice) using- a tab]e of .random numbers .

bl I

_ The October 1 and 12 hours of instruction cr1ter1a require some’

explanation. October 1 was set as the cut-off dafe in order to allow . -

approximately seven months for program effects to materialize (outcome data

were collected in late Apr11 and early. May). Previous research suggested

_that this is not only a reasonable time frame, but also "ecologicaltly_
‘valid,;" that is,. reflective of* programcreal1ty since on]y,aBout\Zﬂé;of

_AB&\students continue participation from one year to the next BeveTbﬂmegt

Associates; 1980)." It is 1mportant to note, moreover, that  Seven to

eight months represent the minimum effect parametery. Students enrolled

between July 1 and September 30, 1983, and carryovers from the preceding

'year (N =71 or 17.8%); were a]so 1nc1uded in the samp]e. -The twélve Kours

K : g
€ ) -
- : : -
-
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‘s official )
for a minimum of

‘712 hours in a g1ven fiscal year,

Descr1pt1on of Samp]e Programs

"baterson, P]ainf1e1d, Perth Amboy; M7]1town, Trenton, Un1on County (a
regional district); Jersey City; and Asbury Park: . The ninth; situated
in Hackensack; was sponsored by Bergen County Community College: Eight

of the state's 17 counties were represented in the sample: Program

locations . represented a mix of large, depressed urban centers (e.g:;

- Trenton; Jersey city; Paterson); small cities with large minority popula-

tions (e.gs; Plainfield, Hackensack; Asbury Park; Perth Amboy);-a rural

-~ town in the southern part of the state (Millville), and a middle-class

surburban community (Union) located amidst other surburban:communitiess

Total “e]1g1b]e" ABE enrollees ranged from a low of 143 1nlMillv11Te to a

high of 1,827 in Paterson.

Some of the programs could be characterized as "“adult learning centers

emphasizing individual instruction rather than formal classes. Others were

~more school=1ike, stressing the traditional classroom approach to ABE -

instruction: Although large, urban programs were over= regresented because

they enroll more students, overall the sample seemed to reflect the general

make-up of ABE in ‘the state of New Jersey, both geogr ph1ca11y and in
respect to program characteristics. v .

N

R { order to ascerta1n the benefits derived from obta1n1ng a h1gh

school credential ; it was necessary to select a stratified sample represen-

tative of both GED and\gdult high school graduates. These alternative

routes to obtaining a dfploma are very different: The GED;-of course; is- - -
simply a.test of "equivallency" normed on high school seniors: The adult

high school, in contrast, .is something like a secondary-level external

’ gl gouiheed _ 1= RIS -

dagree program. Students can earn credit for military and work expe?ience,

appréntiCEsh1p tra1n1ng, courses prov1ded by emp]qyers proprietany schools; —

jndependent study or attend1ng c]asses Ain trad1tiona] high schbol ‘subjects.:

Compated’ to GED students, adult high school students are oftenfg]der, _more__

. "settled"- community residents. They PeCETVé a recu]ar, loca] diploma
rather than a state h1gh schoo1 equ1va]ency cert1f1cate.

ava11ab]e f1nanc1a1 resources. It was part1t1oned”to reflect the approximate__
ratio of GED ‘to adult high school graduates in 1982: 300 GED graduates

¢ and 200 adult high school graduates. It should be noted that only those .

" -iGED graduates who prepared for the test by participating in publicly supported

instrictional programs were. included 1n the study popu]ation.

The 300 GED students weré se]ected using s1mp}e randg@_sampllgg_gjth-
eplacements—The sampling frame consisted of all GED graduates

- (exc]ud1ng those who took the Spanish form of_ the test) who part1c1pated

: in basic skills programs and passed the test between January 1, and -

e - April.31; .1982. A four-month frame Was deliberately chosen to contro] for

seasonal f]uctuat16ns in test-taker character1st1cs. These time paramters

-




allowed for rough1y 13 to ]&months for . "credential" and other effects to

materialize. The time framé also minimized two common and sérious problems

low-up intervals: poor recall and low response

associated with longer f

‘rate due to geograph1ca1fm0b1]1ty. -

A computer1zed 11st1ng ‘of* all GEB graduates for the per1od danuary .

through April, 1982 was obtained from the state education department:

Graduates who had not part1c1pated in pub]ic]y funded instructional programs |

‘were identified on- the pr1ntqut and deleted from the frame. .Al1l:others

(N = 677) were assigned sequent1aT numbers, and 306 Were then se]ected

us1ng a tab]e of random numbers

S1mp1e random’ samp11ng was ‘not employed to se]ect the sub samp]e of

adult high school graduates because a listing of the total population could

not be obtained. It was necessary, therefore, to utilize the original ntne

programs. randomly selected by -the PPS method: in order to draw the adult high®

school 'sub-sample. Five.-of these programs (Asbury Park, Patersgn, Perth

Amboy, Plainfield, and Union County-Regional) operated adu]t high schools and . -~
all agreed to supply lists of their 1982 graduates. The five lists were - - :
pooled intd. a master list of 604 graduates; the 604 were assigned seguential

numbers, and 200 were selected for the sample, us1ng a table of random numbers.

Instrumentat1on . Outcomes & Impact Compenent

‘To develop the "Adult Educat1on Follow Up Survey" (see’ Append1x A) the
first task was to 1dent1fy relevant outcome measures. This was accomp]1shed
_as,fo]]ows. First, prior outcome studies were. scrutinized to determine the

relbvance;,ut111ty, and technical adequacy of their outcome variables and

" jtems. This review. resulted in our discarding certain. var1ab]es (e.qg., regis-

tering to vote) and giving careful cohsideration to others (e.g.,. affective - —_

;outcomes, such as-enhanced_ se]f—conf1dence) —Next—a- meetTng —of pracfﬁc1ng

ABE teachers and administrators was convened. Using:the brainstorming

.technique, the group generated.a list of outcome measures-that met. the fo]]ow1ng
‘criteria: (1) Significance;-i.e.; import for students and society;
- (2) Relevance;_i.e.; logical connection to ABE curriculum pract1ces and

pr1or1t1es in New Jersey (APL "competencies" are not a New- Jersey pr1or1ty)
: . c s .

5 .

-information is opt1ona1, some students v1ew ‘the question as intrusive, and, /
* above all,; students -fear that; should they not pass, others will.know of the1r/
 failure. State officials estimated. that preparation via basic sRills™ ' [

w Subsequent to draw1ng the GRD samp]e it was discovered that the pro-

portion of " graduates who indicated they had prepared for the test through"
participation in publicly supported programs (14%) departed radically from
national statistics pertaining to such preparation.. .A national follow-up
study of GED candidates (Malizio and Whitney, 1980) found that 46% had
attended "classes." A similar national study ¢ GED graduates (Cervero, 1983)

found that_ 51% had part1c1pated in c]assroom'

1, /8. g., prov1d1ng the ;

programs was at least as prevalent in New Jersey as in other states.

Consequently, for certain calculations in Chapter 4, the true population of
1nterest was est1mated at 48% of those. who passed the test (the 48% f1gure :

e 023
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and (3) App]1cat1on, is es, ut1]1zat1on of skills and tang1b]e changés‘

in life circumstances were deemed more important” than attitudes or " . _
opinions. The resulting list of outcomes; which reflected-a consensus_of
the -total group -and the researchers; was then categorized into the following

general domains: work-related, family-related, community or societal-  _
related, personal growth-re]ated, and academic.  The final step in. jdentify-

ing outcome variables involved a- thorough review by the project's. Advisory.

Board of the domains and, measures previously identified: The Board (also .

- comprised of pract1c1ng profess1ona]s) concurred with the choices previously

made, suggested some m1nor changes, and he]ped the researchers pr1or1t1ze

the final list. . - -« MRS

LI

The construct1on of the quest1onna1re 1nvo]ved a met1culous process

of deve]op1ng,7f1é]d—test1ng, and revising successive drafts. Each of

. “three preliminary drafts, as well as the final~ vers1on, was field-tested

with groups of. about ten ABE. students énrolled in programs not selected for

Pl - - r_ -4 - T - _ == . -

sthe sample.- Special_ attent1on was.given to the distinctive technical

problems of constructing a- quest1onna1re to be administered orally over the

telephone. These jncluded clear;matural wording of items,:smooth

transitions from item to. item and section to section, clear formatt1ng as

an aid to the. 1ntery1ewers ‘and careful se]ect1on of probes for open-ended
1tems. . , y e RN

v

A distinctive feature of the quest1onnaire was the 1nc]us1on of a’

large number of .open-ended items. Previous.research has reﬁ1ed a]most
solely on closed, fixed-answer questions that in our v1ew7ra]se serious

doubts about the meaningfulness and validity ‘of the responses: We agree
}totally ‘with Labaw 5 (1980) position on this matter. o ,

“>~ These-types—of- quest1ons—(open-ended)—are 4ndlspensable,to-a—~—~"Zi“ﬁ"“'
thBrough understanding of complex .issues and:-topics....- Free N
response-or opén-ended questions ...are the only way the- . . 7
‘researcher can give the respondent 'the opportun1ty to "have his
own Say...." The main-purpose of an interview, the. most T
important goa] of the entire: survey~prof'ss1on, is to 1€t the
respondent have his say, to let him tell the re cher what he .
means; ot vice versa. If we do not let the responden rhave N _
his say, why: bother to 1nterv1ew h1m~a*_a11° (p. 133) - T s

~~

*‘-Labaw goes on_to note that the pr1nc1pa] drawbacks of open-ended
questions are merely ]ogist1ca], namely, the time and the profess1ona]
expertise; and thus money;. required to code open-ended answers. Clerks ®
and” other non-experts simply cannot do the job. Wé addressed this issue
squarely (albeit with some persona] gr1ef) all openrended- guestions

: -Were coded by the‘pr03ec%iv,d1rector and co-director, both of whom havenE
\exper1ence and expert1se 1n ABE and inductive cod1ng techn1ques.

7777777 There is 1ittle po1nt in descr1b1ng the content and forma: of<the

—"“"questﬁonna1re, which is ‘reproducéd in Append1x A, other than tb- note that i
it .included items not d1rect]y related to outcomes, ‘but judged of potential
. importance for_predicting or exp]a1n1ng outcomes. Thus, for example, the -
instrument includes items. on Student expectations of the "course," problems
they might have experienced, and whether or.not enro]]ment was tr1ggered by
. a specific life- event. , S : o

N
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Re]1ab414tyfand4¥alld1ty ;‘,;~; o "_h-' . o wﬁ'
Va11d1ty refers to Whether or not. a ‘measure (typ1ca11y a sca]e or test) R
actually measures what, it purports to measure.: In survey research, “discrete; - l.\

self=report items are, in ‘general, dssumed to be valid as well as reliable.

quires- respondents.to report factual data’ (such as age, Sex,

. redential),. the response is self-evidently valid under most but

. not all cirg Imstancés.. One such circumstance is.’poor . recall, which is mainly
a funct1o”‘of elapsed tiie’ between an event,or experience and the posing of -

. the quest on. ‘We found no evipence that this Wwas a. problem.in the. pré-tests

;na1re. Moreover, one wou]d not expect recal}{j belarproblem

Innocuous phras1ng (e ges “Are you st111 attendLng7" 1nstea'.f, ~Did
out’") was emp]oyed to deal with the_few sensitive questions that; ha
*'asked. “One guestion (#26) posed -spe®ial difficulties becayse of its 1derab1e e
sens1t1v1ty, at .least for some people. In effect, it asked if the. respondent

had been on welfare._ Finally, the item was re-worded to ;'”‘”"’ ma

and eliminate the offens1ve word welfare._

thettende
answers certa1n kinds: of questions.

answer1ng such quest1ons.ﬁ However, we* do knoW'that nlne of the quest1ons ‘was
extremely susceptible to this sort of_bias (€.g.; similar to asking “Do you -
—bélieve-1in- -Democracy-?“)-and-that_nearly—all of our_ respondents ‘conveyed to the

‘ 1nterv1ewers an attitude of w1111ng cooperat1on, ser1ousness, and candor.  —

L Embedded Sca]es.‘ The. questionna1re conta1ned ‘two  embedded scales, ‘one.

. termed FRﬁBQEX Q. E; and the other KIDDEX (Q. 22a-to 22e) The first contained
. five items concerning. "prob1ems adults often experience. in ‘going to’ c]asses. o
Inter-item correlations.were modest rang1ng from .04 to .34 with_ a mean_of .11.
*Given these corre]atidns, it is not _surprising that ‘the alpha reliability co=

 efficient for the PROBDEX scale was relatively Tow. (.39 for 5 items, .40 'with
item #4. de]eted)af,A,pr1nc1pal components .factor. ana1y@1s {with varimax rotat1on)
suggested that PROBDEX measures. two constructs. Lack=0frprogress toward: goa]s ,
and lack of - help or attention in class. loaded-ssignificantly on one factor; i
"while the second consisted of one significant item: “Trouble 'attending class -

' due to JOb or: fam11y respons1b111t1es.; The f1rst factor might be 1abe11ed

var1ab1e in. exp]oratory ana]yses. mg; f 3 \:._. c
,,,,, —

R The KIBBEX scale: (5 1tems) was desagned to measure pos1t1ve changes in
parent nd child behaviors" re]ated to_school ‘activities and performance. . .-
Inter-fiem correlations.. ranged from .20 to .54 with a.mean.of .37. The alpha.
reliability co-efficient of .75 was more than adequate for . the purposes of this
studys A pr1nc1pa1 components factor analysis resulted in_a single factor.; >
All items but one exhibited hidh factor loadings (.65 to .72). The except1on,

not surprisingly; was ‘the last item; "Have you become more 1nvo]ved w1th .the .

schoo1...;ﬂk\1ts factor ]oad1ng was a moderate .35

g 5T 81
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Inductive Cod1ng t-.f | -

'categor1es were not est >lished pri”r to data co\]ect1on. To "a]]ow )
respondents to have th -~ say " required that all.open-ended questions be,
coded 1nduct1ve]y,,us1ng the respondents answers: to generate the“yar1ab]es:
“The cod1ng pcocess 1nvo]ved the fo]]ow1ng act1v1t1es. First, a

- random sample of 60 comp]eted quest1onna1res was_drawn to prov1de the raw
data: Next; for each open-ended quest1on 411 '60.answers were listed on a
.chalk board (for. repeat answeps, of which there were many, the first was . —

© - listed; and- ‘the .repeats tallied.by checkmarks ‘next_to it). Fo]10W1ng the “ﬁfﬁ
listing of the initial responses; those-with very Tow frequenc1es or that

were bizzare or inappropriate, were assigned, to a catch=all "other". category.
Following this .initial "clean-up,” appropriate or-credible reSponses .

provided by more than_ a handful of respondents were retained. Next, '-J:’ .
semantically identical or conceptually similar responses (e. g.,,"fee]
better about mysel€;" "have.more. se]f-conf1dence,"‘"ga1ned se]f-respect"‘

were collapsed into a single variable or category; in: this case. "Se]f-

'Conf1dence/Esteem*“ Finally, each retained category was defined-as at

, var1ab]e and assigned a numer1ca1 d1g1t for data analys1s purposes.

Once. the 1nduct1ve cod1ng was. comp]eted a 'code book was constructed

 that set forth: not only the final coded var1ab]es and the digits: ass1gned

" to.each, but also exa les -of responses subsumed under the broader code .- -

.category. For egample, the var1ab]e "Famlly Change" as an event_triggering
' - enrollment qasf]1stedigs 42 = FAMILY CHANGE- (divorce; baby; marriage; death,
kids enter school, empty nest):": This‘was extremely important in ensuring

:un1form1ty in the cod1ng process in 1ts f1na] stage as descr1bed be]ow.‘v

—é——é—;:?‘The final stage requ1red the two coders (who were sen1or researchers)

*0 read the .transcribed answers to-each— open-endedsquestjon and. then code

N them for key-punch1ng following-the scheme set forth in the code book:  To

resolve any problems of interpretation; the coders worked jointly. for"
. 'several hours, each checklngiogt problems or questions with the other unt11
" both were satisfied that consensus was extremely high. -The process . .-

ﬁresulted in minor changes in the codebook -to clarify certain variables:

and their .interpretation. - Following this initial "debugging" phase; the

coders worked independently for a total of more than 30 hoursg,—After all
mihed by hav1ng

.~ coding had been completed, inter-rater re11ab1]1ty ‘Was . dete
© - each coder- 1ndependent]g code:a random sample of quest1onna Tres prev1ous]y

?cdded by the other:: The co-efficient of inter-rater- re11ab111ty was. .90,

“é“Wh1ch 15\remarkab1y—h1gh -by-any standard:

\
3

lnstrumehtatlontggﬁostsgandeBeneflts Gomponent S

i Response rates to self adm1n1stered ma11ed quest1onna1res are’ a]most

/ =Yy TP _ar

“f a]ways low . (Kerlinger, .1964).. They: have been especially Tow in Follow=up_~

/ studies of GED graduates. Cervero (]983),\for example,; reported an adJusted Q

response rate of 29% in a follow-up of §§Qigraduates who had previously
/ agreed to part1c1pate in the study. - Almost sure]y, a major reason-for such-

2 dismal return rate.was the fact that Cervero's questionnaire was four- pages

ﬁ in length. -To try to maximize the response rate, it was decided to limit_ /
' the benefits guestionnaire (titled "Adult Education Study;" see Append1x B)
- to a s1ng]e sheet w1th quest1ons pr1nted -on botﬁ sidess e /
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.= The bénefits questionnairé emphasized tahgibié'outcoﬁéﬁ;?éjéféa»fév'

" émployment, income, and publi¢ assistance; These economic variables were
quméd:pérticulérly(important7gggausqwgigghgﬁﬁiﬁféSUﬁéﬂ‘?ETEthﬁSth,PQv "
obtaihjhg‘é.high,sthoo],credentigT;-'0bVious1y;“h6WéVét,.é cost-benefit:

analysis has to-take into account,pg;gntigl;@éﬁgfité\bfﬁéiﬁbﬁ?éCOﬁbmiC,OP '
. human capital .investment nature.. Thus;'fol]oWing'thé'Cété@dhilétion,of '

benefits described in Chapter 4, items on participation in-furthér education -
,gﬁq\tfaihiﬁg;‘étédémicjsﬁilﬁs-imprgvgmgn;i;ﬁéif-éStéém;féhd several other
 key outcome variables identified: in.the process of developing the initial ™~
‘telephone questionnaire were inciuded in the instrument. Drafts of the :
ggngfjgg,ﬁﬁéStiaﬁhafré'WQré.suﬁjectédjto;;ng;ggaélfpﬁceéSS‘bf,trja];anq;---';
revision prior to formulating the final ‘version. Two .forms of ‘thé final - .- -
version were_produced: .one for GED- graduates and -one fdf.édult”high'schqaﬁ'.

graduates- ‘They were identical except that references to the. GED.were'

de]etéd;fféﬁ;éﬁéﬁéhdttd.thﬁ adult, ighi§C566]'fﬁbm'tﬁé.bthéf;;_ﬂd instruments.

were Hééaufd:edﬂléCt.Cdgﬁfaaté;,“*Qurqes;§f2§6§ftaata'aﬁdfméthddebf,cbst”;

5&515&35 (éid'ﬁ@fﬁéﬂésjéhd.variou§iaTgbrithms)'éié described in Chapter 4.
Data Collection: Oufcomes & Impact-Component . - |
C i T T e S S LS
The data were collected by telephone intgrviews; a method increasingly.

_utilized by:survey researchers. Telephone interviews, 1ike personal
iﬁtgryigngfﬁééé‘méhy,édVéhtégés,OVéh,self-admiqjgtgféa questionnaires.
.Most important perhaps 'is that the interviewer can; if hecessary; clarify. -
‘questicns and use: probes,s thus securing more complete and accurate~data. -In
regard to the auality of data, Bradurn and Sudman: (1981, p. 13) concluded .
that “there do not .appear to:be any meaningful difféerences in response . . .
‘pias between telephone and face-to-face interviews except -that...cooperation
[in their. comparative study of the two ‘methods ] was highest'by telephone:"
Ancther important advantage of téTéphonegjnterngwing¥i§rléwhédstjkégpéciéljy
“in comparison with face-to-face interviewing. Telephone surveys also

- tend to yield higher response_rates, especially compared to méi]édfquestian-f'

“Thaires: A disadvantage_of. telephoné surveys is that rot every household

has a telephone..

- Interview Procedures = .. s -

Prior to actual data collection, the four- interviewsrs (all graduate

students 'in adult education) were briefed and trained by seriior project: .
staff. The main sources -consulted on_telephunefintgrviewingptéCHﬁiq0é§*Wére”

Surggzg_gx_ggig%hOnei(Groves'andhKahn;1979);and Asking Questions. (Sudman
1

and Bradburn, . -After a review of . this matsrial, each interviewer . |

- conducted severéT\bi]dt;ihtérviéws;withfABE_stUdentsfﬁﬁé_Wﬁﬁéﬁnétnpéft of

the 'study samples Problems encountered were discussed and.resolvéd.during

. three, three-hour training sessions. ,Mosg‘wegglmggg]juﬁiégéaﬁhélg for -
v examp]e;;bgndling;smédthly;ccmpléx."§k1p!tq?,gug§§iqns; Reviewing the

logic behind‘each. "skip to" question and additional practiéé-ﬁé361Véd the

initial difficulties——

Intérviewers were given batches of questionnaires with the following :

* information filled in on a cover sheet (the ‘Student Follow-Up Form" described
‘pelow) and the first page of the questionnaire: - respondent's name and -

‘telephoné number, praogram name and.location, respondent's age and sex. .
_ (secured from program records); and. the names, addresses and telephone
-_numbers of two. people. identified by the respondent :as likely to knew "how . .

e,
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we can get 1n touch ‘with you if you move" (ohta1ned from the “Student

Fo]]ow-Up Form"). - Interviewers were instructed. to write answers verbatim

~in penc1] during.the interview and then; immediately following the 1nterv1eW*

to review each -answer for accuracy,. c]ar1ty and comp]eteness, and to make

any necessary revisions. If'an answer seemed to require some sort of ~

exptanat1on or interpretation, they were instructed to provide’it. F1na11y,

‘the interviewers prov1ded the fo]]ow1ng information on the first page of

‘the questionhaire:  his 'or her name, date of interview, start time and ,
. finish time: Spot checks of comp]eted questionnaires were conducted
per1od1ca]1y to ensure that the 1nterv1ewers Were fo]]ow1ng 1nstruct1ons.

The maaority of 1nterv1ews wereacomp]eted after one orftwo attempts.
However, interviewers were instructed to make as many attempts -as necessary.
~ (not .the usual -two -or three) 4in order to contact the respondent.. The *

- number of attempts ranged from a -1ow of one to a high of 22 (mean = 2.9,
L median = 2). ' ‘The duration of the interviews ranged from 8 to 44 m1nutes,
- With a mean of 14.5. The bulk were comp]eted in Apr11, 1983, although

“some- (those d1ff1cD1t to contact) were comp]efed in May. Al completed_

L Add1t1ona1 data were co]]ected, using standard1zed report1ng forms, .
by the nine local_program coordinators.. . One.such form, referred to above,” ' -
- Wwas the "Student Fol]ow-Up ‘Form" (see’ Append1x C) which asked for names ‘and
: telephone 'numbers of two persons who "will probably know how we can get in
‘touch with you if you, move. (This 1nformatL9n proved 1nva1uab1e in- S
. Jocating many Students in ‘the. sample who had moved -~ some 1nterv1ews were
completed by phone calls to Florida, California, and other distant places).:
The local coordinators explained the need "to keep in touch with our students,"
administered the form:to every student in the 'sample. {or, . if that-seemed
awkward to. all students in-a c]ass), and. returned_the comp]eted forms to _
Rutgers. In addition; the local coordinators prov1ded the following data on -
every ‘student in the sample: sex; age; race,; level (four reading ability -
categories based on in-take assessments); and total hours of c]ass attendance

,,,,,,,,,,,, >

by month for the per1od October through March. LR R
{¥~: Two hundred n1nety-four 1nterv1ews were comp]eted out of a total.

samp]e of 400 for an. ~unadjusted -response.rate_of 74%. The fo]]ow1ng table

., presents a breakdown of reasons- for the 106 non-comp]et1on T e o

of the 106 non-respondents, a total of ]0 (6 refusa]s and 4 unable to -

contact) were valid cases; that is; it was not impossible; at.least hypo- N
. thetically,; to secure completed interviews from them. The -adjusted._ response,'
rate; therefore; was. 3907400 or 97%. Even the’ unadjusted r>te of 74% is: o
extremeTy high for a time-lagged survey of low socio-economic. status adults. . -
I1t.was far higher.than that achieved by any other adult education fol]ow-up .

- study. The. adjusted response rate* {the figure typically reported by survey

researchers) 1s extraord1nar1]y high by any standard.

’

Desp1te a very h1gh comp]et1on rate there rema1ned the poss1b1]1ty
“‘hat the findings could Be biased due to ¢: fferences between respondents
“and those who could not be contacted. Conséquently, the two groups were
statistical ly compared on the following characteristics: sex; races; read1ng
level at entry, ‘age, and mean number of hours of attendance by month. No-
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. Table 3 -1 -

Reasons for Non-Completion

 Reason N - 4 percentr
Refusal . & s
Deceased -« T B ‘1,,e'w 2 . : .é . 08
Hospitalized .. . o 4 .0
\_.:Moved o o ,5. S ‘"%ffis_t . ;:i‘f o 3.8 o
~ 7Unlisted Number . o o 18 ._ B B | ?”4 5t
'No Phone e - 1] Ojj]d f
| Disconnected Phone ~ . - 13% . w3

'Never Able to Contact . . 4 IR 1.0

~ *Based on é'totai'ﬁfof 4@62

differences werasfound for sex, race and- read1ng 1ev el. : However, respondents
were somewhat older than non-respondents (t = 4.2, p =:.001). .The mean '
~age.of the former was 30, thelatter 25. Moreover, a]thoug14t)d1fferences
~ -in hours of attendance were found for October through December,: respondents'
_a'attendance rates: (in, hours) were s1gn1f1cant1y higher for the period .
”7January through March. (t-test p's-ranging from .03 to- .001).. The age = ...
difference may have been due to greater mobility among younger adults, - L
: a1though this is mere]y a conaecture. The differences in. attendance rates.” —
. -reflect "situational" factors (death, hospitalization, moving away) and
~--="probably as well,.a decline in motivation .among other "uncontactables
" . with the passage of ‘time. If this is §05-and because. very young ABE students
tend to_-be less _motivated and more dropout=-prone than ‘their older-counter=. - __
parts (Smith, 1984), it is probable that the findings are s]1ght11 b1ased
'toward pos1t1ve or. des1rab1e opmn1ons and outcomes. - .. -

P

Data Cbllect1on . Cost-Benef1t Component

As noted prev1ous]y, fallow—up data on: GED and adu]t h1gh schoo]
graduates _were obtained by means_of separate, one~page mailed question-

" naires. * The que§t1onna1res, 1nc1ud1ng pre-addressed, stamped return
.. envelopes; were mailed in June with two follow-up mailings at - :

. approximately ten-day intervals. The second and third mailings. 1nc]uded _—
a rev1sed cover letter and an add1t1ona1 copy of the’ quest1onna1re. C

.t
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The ﬁﬁaajustéa-éétgrn,rate,faifEﬁéjcamsinéa-gsb/AHsugaaﬁjé was exactly -

50%. Of the 250 respondents, 172 were GEC graduates and 78 AHS.graduates. = .- .
The "adjusted féﬁﬂﬁﬁ;Eaté;;caltu]atedxbgfsﬁﬁfiaétiﬂg questionnaires returned by '
the postal service as undeliverable, wg§766;9%;;.Théré'WES,a_signifjééﬁt:aﬁSﬁérity
in return_rates by type of graduate: _ for GED_graduates, the adjusted rate was _
7046%; for their AHS counterparts, it was 46:7%:. To keep it as brief as possible,

_only two "background" items were included in the questionnaire. Thus; the -
Ssample can be described only on the basis of these items; namely, age and seX. -

For the combined group, mean age. was 33.2: Females comprised 61.5%. of ‘the sample.
and males 38.5%. "By odd coincidence, the proportion of males to females for the '
GED ‘sub-sample was identical to thgtrofjtﬁewﬁﬂs,SUBZS§Mb1é”and,,thgngf@fé;=thé
same_as focétbgfcoﬁﬁfhéd;Sémblé;.'Méén_agg;@aé very close for the two groups:—

for GED.gradHath;,%ﬁé figure was 33.7 years; for AHS graduates, it was 32.0. -

- "'ﬁéfé An31y$i§f~. o

. | |
In order to generalize ?iomjsampie‘Eé;ﬁéﬁgiétidﬁ;pfnpbrtidﬁs,,ii is_helpful

to kiow how far off sample estimates are likely to be: The-statistic that .
provides.this information is known :as the standard error_of a ptoportion. To
i1lustrate, a survey of registered v térs,may;figgifﬁat_Sp percent support. -
candidate X andfrepgfg;g'§taﬁdafd~érrbr,6f;p1g§[@iﬁﬁs,5.bércéht;_ Thus the =~ -
“real support" for candidate X is somewhere between 45 and 55 percant. ~Other * .

ffﬁjhgs.équa1,ithefm§ggjfﬁdé of thé.éténdard~error»6f‘a{hibbdition-is Targely-a

““function of sample size: 3 e

~__For the ;ostfséaé?ff‘aambaﬁént,af;thés;éfuayfﬁwa samples were drawn, -one.

‘of GED graduates andzthe;ﬁfﬁéf~6f;§du1t“h1gh;gch991 graduates. Fortunately;_

an appropriate sampling frame of GED graduateg;was‘§Vaila51é,td,pérmitfsi@p]g

 Sandom sampling from the population of interest: - Using Kish's (1967).Torma.e
‘for calculating the standard error bf“é,prbportign;gjtﬁ-51mplé“héﬁdbm sampTing,
-(and with p set conservatively at .5), the result was a.standard error of * 3%

- For the adult high school ggaduatésg;hb;compaggblgf(igéis representative) '
sampling frame existeds The only option was ‘to utilize a list of graduates.

‘from the five adult high schools that were operated by programs inittally
selected by PPS samplings Although we were able to sample randomly from the .

list of graduates, from a techn ene
made to adult high school” graduates other than those of the five schools that

echnical point of view no géneralizations can be _

"ggpbliéd.thé'list; Ugiqgf@i§his‘fbrmu]é,.the;s;andardAéfﬁdr for the adult high"

school data was computed as + 5% o
-~ [-~The sample for the telephone survey (n = 294); as pﬁéviousiyLnotéd;'waépi~e5

selected using a probability proportionate to size (PPS) design (Babbie, 1973).

Using the formuias provided by €ochran (1977) for computing the standard error
of a propertion for a PPS sample; the. result was' an SE of * 7.7%. -The o
principal reason for the larger standard error of the ielephone sample was its
relatively ém511,sizé,iﬁf[glgtiéﬁﬁtd'thé]tdté],pgpg]a;jgﬁ of interest.” For

the ﬁﬁfbbiés;bf;théjte]ephgne;ﬁbl]bWEUp compbnent;9f7QQﬁsAStudy;“3 standard ..
error -of 7.7%-is_not unduly large: The 'reported proportions may be semewhat
Wrough," but it least the extent of .their roughness is known. Previous.-outcome’ .

~ ,stﬁdiés7émb16yihg-twoest§ge'sambTﬁﬁg“déSignsihaveieither,failéd to. report . . -

“'§Eéﬁ&éFd”éf?6r§Tor.pub]ishé&;égﬁjﬁatés_thét@.aCcor&iﬁé'fé.dﬁﬁ Cé]CU]atiFniiji@ 5

grossly tnderstate the true standard error.- .. .o 5 .o



DataAErepapatioﬁ'7

As descr1bed previously, a]] comp]eted quest1onna1res were reviewed and

et =27 == - >=_ == L

cod1ng errors corrected by the senior researchers. The raw data were:then:

N

entered onto IBM code sheets; keypunched and verified. As-a final step 1n

data preparation, a 1isting of:individual cases was generated by computer"

" .#n"6rder to identify and correct mechanica] .errors re]ated to keypunch1ng,
coding and - card order. e Lt .

3 ; L .

Stat1st1ca] Treatment— S _i B

] N1th a few except1ons, the data presented in this report were analyzed
using simple descriptive stat1st1cs, usually percentage distributions and,
occasional 1y, -means' and -related measures of- central tendency. In Chapter 4,

t and chi square tests: were. enployed to determine if there were statistically -

Significant differences in benefits reported,by gED and AHS graduates.. ThE‘

-cr1ter1on for stat1st1ca1 significance was p = .05.

Correlational- and ord1nary 1east Squares multiple regress1on procedures‘
were used to. exp]ore relationships between\bacgground variables (such as
-tota] hours of class: attendance, age; sex and-reading ]eve]) and selected
_outcome measures. . Surpr1s1ng]y, these analyses proved to be of limited
'ut1]1ty in gred1ct1ng the outcomes of participation. In the few instances -
where. multiple regre551on y1e1ded mean1ngfu] 1ns1ghts, the - f1nd1ngs are '
'br1ef1y noted.t” . S - o \ oo

. -
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. - _ CHAPTER Iv-
B . COST-GENEFIT ANALYSIS -
OF DIPLOMA TARGETED PROGRAMS* . . : ¢

" This chapter provides an anslysis of the costs and benefits of

publicly funded, diploma-targetad adult basic skills education ,
programs in New Jersey. The first section provides descriptions of
these programs and an overview of the design of the cast-benefit sStudy..
The second focuses on the cost amd participant data. Récommendations
based on the analysis of the cost data are presented next: The_fourth
section presents the analysis of the benefits of the program. The "¢~

overall findings, conclusions and recommendatiahs of the cost and benefit
analyses conclude the chapter. - N o -

State<Funded Acult Basig Skills Prograns in New dersey

 The focus of this cost-benafit analysis is Mew dersey's state=
funded adult basic skills education programs which are targeted at
preparing adults who .either wisn tei receive a 1ocal high school diploma

or a High School Equivalency Dipjoma by taking the Test of General
Educational Development (GED). It does not include an analysis of
general adult education. The Stzte of New Jersey provides funding for
‘diploma-taigeted .adult-basic skills: education progranms. through three
separate pronram funding sources: (1) the Adult High School (formerly

known as the Accredited Evening High School), (2) the Adult Literacy
‘Program; and (3) the High Schoo1 EquiVa]eﬁcy‘Program; T

‘The Adiilt High School is tArgeted at adulty who wish to-obtain a

Fegular local high school-diploma.. State suppatt for this program is 5

provided through the general K~1Z education equalization and minimum aid

school finance formulas. Adult Jigh gchool students are counted on ®

__ September 30 of each year and tnis figure is used to calculate state

jyision of Adult Education within the New

aid for the following fiscal Y&Ar in the same minner as is done for—the  ———————
.K-12 student population. Thé’g ‘the '

Jersey Department of Education 45,réspbﬁsib]éffgr,;pg[oijng the Jocal

districts' adult high-schools. State aid to tha districts’ approved

programs is calculated by the Division of Finante of the New Jersey

Department of. Education using tne school finaney formutas. ° °

 The Adult Literacy and Hign School Equivalamcy programs are targeted

at adults who, at least eventually, wish to prapare for the Test of

General Educational Development (8ED). Depending on the needs of the

learner; instruction may focus on any_combinatidm of the four areas of

. reading, mathematics; 1ife coping skills, and enployability skills:
Distribution of state suppart to locdl districts is based on evaluation

- by the Division of Adult Educatfgn of annual laral district: aplicationss -
The Division's evaluation takes jnto account thA availability to local_

districts of federal basic skills funds in ordat to maximize the use of -
available state funds. The Division uses the State Adylt Literacy and.

" High School Equivalency funds to provide support for Tocal basic skills
programming in English or; to.tfe .extent necessary, in the native language ——
of the adult learner. Thus; tha Division categarizes its basic skills :

W

*The Cost analysis sections of this chapter wert researched and '~ :
written -by R: Stuart Marshalls = - , S :
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programs 'as_ (1) Eng]ish Basic Ski]]s and: (2) Bi]1ngua] Eng]1sh as. a Second

Language.; Also, for purposes of program management, basic skills prograims

for adﬁlts are organized into four levels according to reading prof1c1ency:

tevel I: 0 to 3rd grade reading level .

Level 1Il: 4 to 6th grade reading level

! .

: Level IIl: 7 to 8th grade reading level

i Levgl 1IV: 9 to 12th grade reading level
\ T
IheACostsBenefithnalysis Of The Program

The pgtmary purpose of undertaking a cost= benef1t ana]ys1s of New

Jersey's Stiate-funded, diploma-targeted adult basic skills 'education

programs was to answer the question- of whether the beneficial effects of
.theprogramE outweigh the costs. Theoretica]]y,\1n such stud1es both the
cost and benefits of the programs are expressed in terms of monetary values
so that they can be compared (Levin, 198], p. 19). Further, under ideal -
conditions, ithe appropr1ate procedure in comparing benefits and costs.is to
calculate the program's “"net .present value."™ That is, all costs and. :

benefits would be adjusted to reflect their worth 1n the current period
(Cohn,; 1979, \p. 97), ‘ S .

In pract1ce, it is often difficu}t, some might say iimpossi) le, to R
place a monetary value on the wide array of benefits derived frbm programs .
such--as- adult! basic skills. For. example; one of the potential benafits

of these programs 11es in a’'greatér. 11ke11hood that part1c1pants w11]

d1ff1cu]t to measure in monetary. terms because it is indirect; affecting-

the participants' children; and because it might have further_ intergenera- '
tional consequences. These problems are formidable; but should_not inhibit -
attempts to _compare. the costs and benefits of these programs. The = ,
analytical framework of cost=-benefit analysis is,; in itself; an important
tool for state bo]1cymakers.‘ Th1s framework prov1des for the systematic
identification of both program costs_and benefits in order to aid policy
makers .to_better assess the desirability.of programs. Even if some of
the benefits nu9§ simply be_jdentified without a monetary value, knowable

costs and-quantifiable benefits can be compared and thereby indicate the

value that one would need to place on the unquant1f1apie .benefits .in order

“to_"bring the program" to a des1rab1e position in the v1ew of a part1cu1ar e
policymaker. : L _ : .

|

The Cost. Analys1s ' -;‘f‘ o :
o . J.

In th1s analyeis, the generic. term "cost" is pused to mean "expenditure"

because the term "cost " according to €hambers and Parish (1982a) is -
- defined as:

¢

neim1n1mum expendltuce,requlred to
ach1eve some godl or standard of -
service or to agquire some well

defined commodity or“service (p- ])
and the term "expenditure":is defined as: - ‘ Cae

| the actualfoutlayffor some, good ori .
I T | : 7_- ;L.

servvce (b 2)
Q . ‘ . - l\" A ‘-v-‘., V . _ . 4 U : - e
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The key to understanding the difference between, expenditure and cost is /
recognition that a cost is based on a precise definition of a goal or - |
standard of service while: an expenditure is not. The state of -New dersey |
has not based ‘its monetary outlays for diploma-targeted basic skills
programs on a defined standard of service. State budget allocations for |

" these programs have been based on_the availability of funds in_competition

with other state funding needs. _This is the usual, basis for state o
allocation of funds; but it should be noted because we cannot infer from

the "expenditure" data whether these programs should "cost" more or less.-

 'In addition; it should be noted that expenditires at one. level of
"government are revenue at another level. Local districts receive as

revenue the state expenditures for these programs and then make independent
local expenditure decisions. For example; because the state of New
Jersey does not mandate that revenue generated by adult high. school

students be spent solely on adult ﬁiéh;Sthéd];bﬁbgrémgg,gtété,éxpéndjtureé .

may in fact be more than what is_actually-spent by the ldcal districts

‘on adult high school programs:. Therefore; in addition_to the ident#fjca- "=
tion of state expenditures for these programs, data will be presentedion

. the extent to which: this .revenue to the local district is spent on these -

programs.- The review of local expenditures will be limited to an -
examination of reports on actual expenditures for these programs made by
"local districts to the state. S ’ oo :

-

With these clarificati.ns, the aim of the cost analysis is to
~examine New Jersey state ¢ i for diploma-targeted adult basic
skills programs for fiscal year 1981-82 (latest year for which data were_-

available). State expenditures for each program will be jdentified in
‘total and on a per-participant basis: Based on local district reports;

Tocal expenditures for each program will also be identified in total and’
on a per=participant basis. The results and further discussion of the

cost analysis are presented subsequently.:

' The, Benefit Analysis. =~ - o

" The benefit analysis of the New dersey state-funded diplomastargéeted
adilt basic skills programs has as its base human capital theory. The

basic premise of human capital theory is that investment in education

will result in higher worker productivity and this-higher worker productivity
will be rewarded in the labor market with higher earnings (Cohn;.1979, p. 29),
As stated by Cohn: S ' o SR

“The basic premise of the human capital approach™” ™

is that variations in_labor-income are due,-in e
part, to differences in labor quality in terms_ '”

of human capital acquired by the workers. . - =

" Therefore, if one wishes to reduce income inequalitys. . -
~one method to achieve this would be to reduce - - - ‘
inequality in the investments people make in human
_ capital (health, pducation, on the job training,
" other vocational training, etc:)s:::This [humaa.
capital approach] is consistent with "orthodox"
economic theory better known as marginal '

productivity theory, which argues that wages are
determined .according to:a worker's-marginal”

n ) — T

-
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- workers) which in turn causes € (higher earnings).

s T 3%~

~ contribution to revenues of the firm, implying
~ that more productive workers will be paid more,

other things eqtial. “(p. 28) .

A simple description of the process is illustrated in Figure 4.1, where
A’ (investments in human capital) lead to B (higher productivity of

InQestment 7fﬂigb§b77 '_;~ [ Higher

in Productivity - Earnings—

<L (A) : ',(B) E (65
Figure 4:1 The Human Capital Approach

L7

‘While Cohr recognizes rival theories to the human capital view, he

‘concludes that the evidence iri.support of :it is more than sufficient to .

merit concentrated attention on this-approach (Cohn, 1979, p.32)." | .

Using human capital theory as a base, one would hypothesize that = 3

P ) _TEeEzy MU= TNV _ VT L &
adilts who participate in these diploma-targeted basic skills programs’

will become more productive and, hence, will hgjgfhigﬁg[igé[gjﬁgsﬂthaﬁf?

- they would have/if. they had not participated, other things being equals

.-This increased productivity effect could also manifest itself in more

hours_ worked per Wéék;,jhcréésédiprdpﬁrtjon>gf'weeks'ﬁdrked per year; and

- overal 1 ‘greater.stability of employment in addition to higher wage rates .

and higher earnings.

In order to get a broader view of the potential ‘benefits of these

programs; a [review of recent cost=benefit studies of 'basic skills programs
for adults was conducted and a panel of New Jersey adult educators was
consulted concerning_a list of potential benefits: developed from the
Jiterature/review. The current study draws heavily from the recent

cost-benefit_study of the national Job’Corps program completed by -~ .
‘Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., in 1980, . One of the central purposes

. of the Job Corps. program was improvement of the basic skills of young

adults (Mathematica Policy Research, Inc:, 1980, p. 7). .
. Chart 41 provides a summary of hypotheses of program benéfits to-

participaits which were generated from-the literature survey and panel :
reviews  Following the Mathematica study, these benefits are arranged
into three categories of poténtial effects: (1) employment and earnings;
(2). investments ih human capital; and (3) reduced dependence on welfare
" “and ‘other public transfers. The hypotheses in Chart 4-1 are based pon
benefits to the program participants.. However, ‘many of .these benefits -
can be viewed as benefits to the larger society: greater employment and
higher earnings imply increased tax payments from program participants:
A reduction in welfare and- ather public transfer payments is also
beneficial to the public: Increased investment in human-capital can have
a direct effect on employer decisions to locate in a particular area to -
take advantage of the improved productivity of workers. While even =

general estimates of these larger societal benefits are beyond the scope
of the present study; the benefit analysis will -identify the general.

- implicattons of the societal- benefits of these programs. .

-

hed N
. N 3
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‘Based on the hypotheses on program benefits, a questionnairg was .

developed. . The questionnaire also included items on the particip s
evaluation of the program's usefulness. This questionnaire was reviewed -

in detail in Chaptér IIr.
o= T ehdrt 441

by the Division of Adult Education prior to its use: It -is described

&
»
§ N

Summary of Hypotheses Concerning. Program Benefits to Participants

Relative £o what Would have happened if they had not gone into the -
program, participants will: : S

A: Employment and Earnings ~ S

1. Have more employment .
~* 2s Have more stable employment . ,
‘3. Have higher earnings/wage rates -

B. Investments in Human Capital .

1. Be more 1ikely to have productive work experiences
2. -Be eligible and more 1likely to continue on to higher
- ‘levels of education” - .~ - - R
3. _Be more likely to participate in additional training

. programs. . . .. .
4, Have better job-seeking skills

: 5. Have clearer job goals =
+ 6. Have an improved self concept =
7: Have more confidence in applying for jobs- ..

8: Be more-likely to ‘help their children with school
oowork, o o ,
9. Be better role models for their children : ; e

. Reduced Dependence on Welfare and.Other Public Transfers . -~ -
P Héﬁé"Eé@ﬁ@é@:féééiﬁtlbf‘cagﬁ;fhéﬁgfér,pajmeﬁE§W77 ;
2. Have reduced receipt of in-kind transfer. payments

/

o 7:7_7;77'777”'7 St | S e e
The gquestionnaire was administered by mail to'a random sample of .

- 300 GED graduates and-200 adult_high school graduates who received - -~
_their diplomas. between danuary 1 and June 30, 1982.% Thus;;approximately
a year had elapsed: between the time of graduation and-the time of follow-.

up. This interval allowed time for program effects to materialize" while
‘minimizing the severe. problems encountered by other researchers in

locating adult students for 16ﬁ§:téfﬁ,f6]16W?Uﬁ;(BOQgSjwet7§1§;7197§§i
Further discussion of the benefit analysis, including the results; can

be found in the conciuding sections of this chapter. ~

1Tha Fatio of 300 GED graduates to 200 Adult High School- graduates is based
on the ratio of program participants in 1981-82. - = S v 4
e T ag b (Z('fi

PR
R




éommarz : ‘ L‘ S 2 Co - v "

Th1s study prov1ded an. ana]ys1s of . the ékpend1tures and benef1ts of
New Jersey s three diploma-targeted adult education program funding.
sources: (1) the Adult High™ School (former]y known as the Accred1ted
School Equ1va1ency Program. Data on expend1tures were for the f1sca1 yéar_
1981-82: State_expenditures for each program were identified in.total and
~ on a per-part1c1pant basis. Also; local expenditures -for each program
- were identified in total and on a per-part1c1pant basis: "The benefit
analysis; which was based -6n human capital theory; utilized information _ -
. on potential program benef1ts.; The. hypotheses concerning these. potential °
.. -benefits were generated from a review-of the literature on similar programs
(for example; Job Corps) and were reviewed by experts and local practitioners
in the_field:_"A.questionnaire-addressing these hypotheses was. adm1n1stered .
by mail to- 500 graduates of the programs. ' S VPR :

T éiggiam,Easts~, SR

3

Introduction .~ . .= - €u

The aim of the cost ana]ys1s was to. examine New dersey s state

\ exp@hd1tures for the following three diploma-targeted adult basic skills

education funa1ng sources: (1) the Adult High- School. (formerly known as

(3) the H1gh School th1va1ency Program.1 ‘State expenditures for each

program were identiTied in total and on a per-part1c1pant basiss Based .-

--on local district reports, local” expend1tures for.each program were also

identified in total and onm a per-participant. basis. This section first -

,d1séussé§ the. part1r1pants and costs of the Adult H1gh School program,

AT = 1E ,,,,77777777,,4«

p : ) 3 L4 ) ' - . ‘ « ‘ .\7“ . -
- - - o ; . \. . S

‘education. in two other programs, (1) the Superv1sors of Adu]t Educat1on

statute, which provides funds to eligible Tocal school d1str1cts for

- “partial-salary reimbursement; up to a maximum of $12,000; for an adult,

education:supervisor:.position; and (2) -the Even1ng’5chool for the Fore1gn_

Born, which—providesTa state match-with.local monies to a maximum of

$5; BBG for programs targeted .for immigrant adults who wish to learn the

~ Eng11sh language and prepare for the naturalization prgcess;séggaggz S
aled ‘ :

K 4in 1981-82, while state expend1tures for the Even1ng 'School for: the Foreign

expend1tures under the salary .reimbursement statute to

‘Born @Eagiam totaled: $203,000 in that same year:. The analysis’ in- this .

- report does not. include these two. programs based pn the fact  that; the

former provides support for 'a supervisor with respons1b111t1es for

21l adult _programs_(not just programs ms aimed at basic skills) while the

Tatter program is aimed at preparation for the natura11zat1on p ocgss.

~ The target of our analysis is programs aimed at preparat1ogg£-r ?ward1ng
ool -
AN
\,

- of ‘a regular_ h1gh school diploma . or preparat1on for a High
Equ1vaJency d1ploma. ' S o
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The Adult High School is targeted at adults who w1sh to obtain a -

regular, local high school diploma: State:support for this program 1s_

prov1ded through the‘genera] K-12 education equa]ization and minimum.

. aid 'school finance formulas: The Education- Department ‘s Biv1§1on of

Adult Education is responsible for approving the Tocal districts' adult

- high schools: - State aid for the districts approved programs is calcu-

- lated by the Education Departient's 'Division. of Finance. State aid to a .

~local district for a particular year is. based:on the district's

September 30th_count of full-time equivalent adult high school students--

adults are c]a551f1ed as either half-time or fu]l-time students=-for the

prev1ous year. This is the same procedure used for the genera] K-12

student: popu]ation.

4

' State a1d per adu]t high sch?o] student 1s ca]cu]ated on the ‘same

- basis as that. for K-12 —education.: It is given out-on a sTiding scale so :

that the poorer. the district, in terms of property wea]th per _student, the; .

greater ‘the-state's share will be of.the district's’ budget.p The. sliding

. scale is based on & guaranteed tax. -base (GTB) formu]a.; Reock (1982) exp]ains

the® pr1nc1p]e of the New dersey version ‘of the GTB as fo]]ows. ‘

The. equalization support aid formulais de51gned so that,,,{,a
‘within certain limits, all districts .spending at a given dollar

level for each pupil will’ have the same equalized School tax
.rate. For instance, under the formula, a ‘community with only
-$30 000 of taxab]e property for each pupil cou]d spend $1 900 ]

$1 gﬂﬂeper pupil. The State makes up the difference through Lo
the device of “a. "guaranteed - va]uation.", In other words, the
.State guarantees that ‘the district can tax as though it -had an '

' equalized valuation per-pupil as high~as the State's guarantee.
Without this guaranteed va]uation the poorer distr1ct 1n the ~,5;

"1n order to support the .same level of expenditure.. (p. ‘)_ :

The g&aranteed va]uation is set by the State Legislature at a .
mu]tiple of the state average equahzed2 property. valuation per. student. -
This multiple is set by the legislature., Chapter 228, Laws of 1982 set
the guaranteed multiple .at-1. 3235 for 1982 83 (Bureau of Government
Research, 1983 ;P 40) ! S

A
ﬂ\ o . T e

1For a more detailed dichSSion of the New Jersey school finance

.. formula see Goertz (1981), Reock (1982) or Bureau of Government

Research (1983) o \ TR ;i

2Equahzed here. means that it i§ the vaiue of taxab]e property in'a S
district adjusted by.the New: Jersey Div1s10n of Taxation to. ref]ect B Y
100 percent of market va]ue. _ R ‘




- Reock (1982) goes on to note that abaut dne-third of the state's
602 districts. have property.tax wealth per student- (equalized valuation. .

" per pupil) that is greater than the valuation the state guarantees... - |
Under ‘a pure GTB scheme; these districts would be entitled to ro equaliza-.
tion aid. However, the Legislature has provided a minimum amount of aid;
on a sliding scale of 10 percent to 0, for these districts provided that =

the district has less valuation than the minimum aid valuation:* The
minimum aid- valuation for 1982-83 is'set at 9.5 times the ;state average ,

- valuation (Bureau of Government Reséarch, 1983; p: 40). Tﬁéﬁféﬁ;dist516t§‘ 

- with valuations per-pupil higher than the minimum aid valuation do not

qqé1iﬁyufdh_généra],purpose‘aid‘from];he-state; : g

Illustrations of Calcufations

- 1In order to estimate the eréctfof'adulthigh school ,students on a" .
- distnjct's state aid, the impact/of these students must be assessed.at " .-
. the macgin. This is bécausé;tﬁp-factorsgthat7dg;ecmige7§;q§g7§jd tothe *

il]ﬁétﬁﬁté the marginal state aid effect, .@ relatively low-wealth district .

 for minimum aid) will be used.. - - . - -
S ot L St S S S
__ Cinnaminson.. Table 4-] shows the marginal state aid effect for . -
1982-83 for Cinnaminson.School District”in Burlington County. : Cinnaminson
had 11 adult high schaol students on the roll on September 30; 1981. s

(one sbelow the guaranteed valuation) and a.-high wealth district . (eligitle

X (Recall.that state aid is/always based on the prior year's September:30
~\enrollment count.) ' This is shown on line A=l., The equalized property = -
“yaluation for the district was.$373,082,250 (Line A-2). With the addition

of 'the 11 adult students, the district wealth per pupil decreased by $480° = .

per student, -from $127;812 to $127,332 (Line A-3). The state-guaranteed
valuation was equal to $181,353 (Line A-4). 'The aidable budget, for districts
below the guaranteed ?é]péti?h,151éduélit6 the lower of the district's: :

actual adjusted expenditures® in the prior year of the state support limit. -
The state support limit. is the maximum amount -per-studen® that. the state
will share in support thhi%GCE] districts.” It varies depending on the
grade plan of the district.% .Cinnaminson is a K=12 district. "The K=12 -

The figure is referred o as.the district's Net Current Expense Budget
(NEEB). This figure is:the district's current expenditures minus— ~ -

" federal -aid, miscellaneous reveniie; Surpluses appropriated, and state .. .
‘ ’ '» . . ' o o \\

/.‘;ategqrjcal-aid;._. LTt SRS . Ce N

2The ‘state support limit is set at the 65th percentile. of net current . \ .
" expense budget when_ all districts within . a given district are.ranked - vF\'
- from low to highs: - The state support limit .is calculated and applied . \

separately for six district plans (K=6, K=8, k=12, 7-12, 9-12;-County -~ .

Vocational). . (Bureau of Government Research, 1983, p. 86)i .

[ A
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o Table 4= "
I]]ustrat1ee“8f 5aiculat1on of Marg1na1 State Aid
— Generated by Adult High School Students in an
‘ Equa]1zat1on A1d’D1str1ct for ]982 83
| oL ' With Adilts’ 'Withaut Adu]ts‘  Difference -
A. '§5rameters | . B o ) I
* 1. Students ‘ 2,930 o 12,919 11
- 2. Total: Property Value $373 082 250 $373, 082 250 SAME - . -
3. .Prbperﬁy Va]ue/Student 127,332 . ‘427 812 <480
4. Guaranteed Valuation. , _ 181;3534 uﬁ_::::i31+353~-m.~' . SAME .- .
5. .A1d%b1e Budget -7;566;881-W e 7 566,881 - SAME. .
B; Genera1 Aid Galcu]at1on B T~ e
. 1. State Aid Ratio _ R 72979 ; 21;2952' : - .0027
_ : 2. Tota] State Genera] A1d 2 254 ]74 [_'-_2;233;743 e 0,431
 ‘€*‘“Cap1ta1 Butlay and Bebt Serv1ce."'~ ' o
a Aid—- . ———— ‘ L v -
AER Guaranteed Valuat1on L $176 713 . $176 713- 7 “ SAME
2. State Aid Ratio _ 3 <2794 . 2767 R 76627f
" 3. 'Aidable:.Capital Outlay. 138,100, . 38, ;100 - SAME
4. Aidable Debt Service : 662;196"' ' 667;196?.. . SAME
5. Total.State Cap1ta1 LT L o
o Gutlay Aid -+ 10,645 10,542 - .103
--6. -Total State Bebt T L
. -Service'Aid - v186*415 >' 5_- 184;613 1,802
. 7. Total State Capital ' L - sl
5.+ Outlay and Debt: : _ ST
' Serv1ce A1d . ]97 B%p ‘e_“JBS 155 . ;3gg§:'
0. Total State Atd 32 ser ’"--52 451,234 52,428,898 szé ;336
. . ' - \ B ‘- -
s A T 47 <
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) suppbrt/]im1t is $2 808 per. student. C1nnam1nson ‘spent $7,566,881 or
$2,583 per stydent in 1981-82, Because the $2,583 is less than :
'$2 808, “the a1dab1e budget is equa] to $7 566 5881 (L1ne A= 5) & .

- - = v

The state aid- rat1o 15 based on ‘the fo]]ow1ng formu]a

”v”:State Suppbrt Rat1o 1= D1str1ct Equa]ized Va]uat1on per Pup11

i 'Subst1tut1ng w1th data from the "W1thout Adu]ts" co]umn 1n
-';Tab]e 4-1 we have - S I e

- St&te Support'Rat1o
=1 7088

ll
—
1
-
- |

|

0.

,

'

i
3
N
(Ve I
.
N

'Th1s state support ratio of - 2952 is then mu1t1p11ed by the a1dab1e "'Si ‘

*f[; budget (Line A-5) to yield a general ‘aid amount of $2,233,743 (Eine B-2)s.

If the 11.adult high school students are added to the. d1str1ct student’ -

'ﬂ“k count, the property value per student idecreases by $480 (Line A-3), the

state:aid. ratio increases to 2979 (t1ne B-1), and state general aid

~ increases by $20,431 (Line B-2). Thus; the marginal state general aid.

/. generated by the e]even Adult_ High schoo] students in €1nnam1nson tota]ed ;;'
P $26,431., ——— S C ol ST

In addition, districts be]ow the guaranteed va]uation are also

%:::2 11g1b1e for capital out]ay and debt_service aid: The guaranteed valuation

- for 1982-83 for the aid is $176;713:1 Using the same basic fommula; the = ‘-

marg1na1 change' in state aid for these purposes to G1nnam1nson was $1,905
in 1982- 83 (Line C- 7) . o _

The tota] marg1na1 state aid generated by the e]even adu]t h1gh

.'school students -in Cinnaminson totaled '$22, 336 (Line D). :This marginal :

aid_to the district was the result of: the reduct1on in property va]uat1on ‘

~ per student ‘due to- the: addition of the students: ' The next example shows

the marginal impact ‘of adult high schoo] students on a h1gh property ST

~7wea]th (m1n1mum aId)Ad1str1ct.v

'glPr1or to ]982-83 the guaranteed va]uat1on for general a1d cap1ta1

L outlay ;and debt service aid was the same.. However; . Ghapter 228, Laws

--.of 1982 increased thefguaranteedfya1uat1on‘for general aid -while leaving
‘the guaranteed valuation for capital outlay and debt service at the

level set by the 1982-83 Budget. Act.- Capital outlay aid is limited to' -

P the sma]]er of (1) the budgeted capital outlay for the pre-budget year,'

Vo T e T g 4 e S - == < - =L — o= et

X out]ay for the pre-budget ynar..
A

IR , L : . . '. . o s
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o Atlant1c C1t1, Table 8=2 shows the marg1na1 state a1d effect for C
1982-83 for Atlantic C1ty School District; Atlantic County. At]antlcu
.City had on its rolls .46.5 adult high sshoc] students—on September 30;
1981 (Line A-1).  The total property value in Atlantic City was. FEN
%2, 519,965,594 (Line A=2). . On a_per-student._basis; the property wealth
-was $396 876 With the adult students and $399,804 without them (tiﬁe A-3):
The“guacanteed valuation per_student for minimum aid districts in 1982-83"

was $1,301,776, (L1ne A-4). +In the case of minimum aid districts,-the

777777 nnrt !

. a1dab1e budget is always equal to the student count times the ‘support

-limit; even in cases 1ike Atlantic City: where the district. is’ not spend*ng

- at, the support 1im1t amount (See Tab1e 4 2 footnote)t'

;,3“-' - Table 4-2

I]]ustrat1on of Ca]culat1on of Marg1na1 State A1d

Generated by ‘Adult High School Students

in a Minimum A1d B1str1ct for ]982 83

T

"A:  Parameters

6, 363 46.5

1s° Students '6,349.5 E 46.!
2. Total Property Va]ue 2,519,965;59 2 519,965,594 ~ SAME
3: - Property Value/Student ’ ’..396;876 . 399‘864' -2,928
" 4. Guaranteed Valuation 1,301,776 . 1,301,776 .  SAME -
5 Aidable Budget! 17,829,396 17,698, 824“ +130,572
B:- General Aid Calculation . S O L
1. State Aid Ratio * <. <0695 .0693 .0002

2.* Total State Genera] A1d $1 239 143 :_, $1 226 529 $12;614

R Cap1ta1 Outlay and Debt Serv1ce Ajd’

Minimum aid d1str1cts do not qua11fy for state aid- 1n_these '

E categor1es....

4

O
1Th1s district's actual net.current expense budget was $14; 159, 919  but

like -al1_minimum aid districts state:aid .is based at the max1mumlzgggort"

1e9e1. The max1mum support 1eve1 1n calculat1ons for ]982-83 aid{for
his
fact accounts for the'd1fference in the; a1dab1e budget (%130, 572 is . .

. eqdal to 46.5 t1mes $2 808) R S

Y
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 Thus, the aidable budget with thé 46.5 adult high

Thus, the aidable budget with “ne ult high school students is -~ -
$130,572 higher.than it.would be withgut- them (32,808 times 46.5 equals =~
$130,572). T o . o ) | > equa’

' . o : . - . )

 The formula for calculating the state aid ratio for minimum aid
districts is: ' . e .

=1 = District Equalized Valuation per Pupil = x 10%
- - “‘Minimum Guérahpééd*Va]uapion ' -

e

sam .

* State Aid Ratio
Substituting with data from the: "Without Adults" column in Table 4-2
© " we have:- o P S

State Aid Ratio  x 10%

= 0693 - e Z o

iThis state aid ratio of .0693 is then multiplied by the aidable budget

of $17,698,824 to yield a state general aid total of $1,226,529. When the

46.5 adult students arefagdgd;;§WQ7cﬁgﬁ§és;Bécur;éutbmaﬂjcally,in minimum - =
aid _districts: (1) district wealth per student decreases and (2) the aidable -

buddet increases.! The reduction in wealth per student, for example,. from

$399,804 to $396,876 in Atlantic City, thus increases the state support ratio.
In the Atlantic City example, the ratio increases by .0002 to .0695 (Line B=1).
This increased state aid ratio is then'multiplied by the increased aidable -
budget to yield a state generaliaid total of-31,239,143 which is—$12,614 ,
more than state aid would have:been without the 46.5 adult high school . .

students (Line D). Because minimum aid districts do wmot qualify for capital -
“outlay or debt service aid (there is no minimum aid provision for these.-
_categories) the $12,614 is the total marginal state_aid to the district .
generated by the 46.5 adult high school :students. - This marginal aid was_the

‘result of the reduction in property valuation per student and the increase .
in the aidable-budget. ~ - - . Lo
Marginal versus Average Cost ) S
" 'In the preceding analysisy an estimate of the state aid change due ..

to the addition of adult high school students was analyzed at the margin.

That is, the change in $tate aid was estimated from the .viewpoint that

:the -adult high school students were the ]éﬁt‘StHdéhté‘éddédytb,thé;tdta];,.
The analysis of the estimated state aid change-has to be made in this -
mdnner because the addition of students.at the margin.lowers—the property

- valuation per student and thus affects the amount of state aid generated: .
“for al] students, not just the adult high school students.. Using the .-

general aid calculation .data in Table 417 the average state aid " ithout -

I . . [ .
R . Do . . .o .

1Thea7dable budget would also autgmatically increase in a low wealth -

district if the district were'spending at or above the state support limit.
____Inminimum-aid districts, -hbwever; the aidable budget is always increased’
because state aid to theseidistricts_is calculated at the state suppprt
level independent of the aéfualﬂléVélidf district -expenditure:. ..~ " ...

w e e U g T T e T e T o Y
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Adults" is equal to 11ne B 2 d1v1ded by Tine A= 1, ‘that is $2,233, 743
““divided by 259197 The “resultant” figure-is~$765: 245 This™ f1gure““t‘““'“

represents’ the verage | state aid received in the . "Without Adults" situa-

tion: When the eleven fadult high-school students are added, the average

state aid increases by $4.10 to $769.:34 fop all students. The marginal

~-change—is—equal_to $20,43] which consists of $11;967.90--based on the

'$4,10 increase for the 2,919 non-adult students--plus $8,462,74~-the

increase for the eleven new (adult) students’ who receive an average. of

$769.34;  The entire-change of $20,431; however; is the direct result of

adding on the eleven adult students: ‘Thus, the marginal incréase in

.'state aid generated by the adults is;the comb1ged effect of the change in

- the base enro]]ment and/of the. add1t1ona] atudents.

J

Once ‘the state a1d is rece1ved in the distr1ct fnomethe,dlstnlctgi,

_1ggggiﬂ£;the average -aid is the same for a1l students, $769.34 in the

above example. However; the above example: demonstrates that add1ng

students to the base (that is; adding "at the margin") dqgs not simply

‘result in an increase in the _average aid per student but irstead results )

in a two-fold increase. by. (1) qua]1fy1ng the district for higher: ‘aid per

student for .all of the origindl students and by (2) applying this :new

average to the additional st dents.w Thus, to estimate state expend1tures

for the Adult H1gh ‘School program;_ the ‘estimate must\be ‘made on a

bas1s recognizing that the..local d1str1ct may view the s1tuat1on from an :
verage bas1s.;, . A . : o : _ '

Part1c1pant5—and Expend1tures : , T,

Data on enro]lment in the Adult "High Schoo] ‘program: (Accred1ted

"'Even1ng High ‘School) are ava1]ab]e from working documents compiled.by the

Division of Firance within the Education Department. :: Data—on—the_

estimated marg1na1 amount of state aid associated with Adult High School

enrol lment is not routinely compiled. However, in January, 1982, the
Division of F1nance did comp1]e and analyze the marginal aid generated
by Adult High School students for .1981-82 and. also made an estimate of
the anticipated marginal aid for 1982-83 (Division of Finance memo,
January 19, 1982).. The Division of Finance made available this. sgec1a]
analysis for .use in this study._~Looa1 expend1ture reports oa Accredited
-~ Evening Schog]s are annually’ collectied: by tbe Division of Finance and

. reported in the Commissioner's annual financial statistical report._.
(Commissioner of Educatian,. prepub]1cat1on copy of the Thirtieth:

L . Report.) The latest available report .is for schoal year 1980-81." An L

" estimate of the local expenditures for the 1981-82 school year will be
made based on the per. student est1mated change in the regular K-12 e

- education program. : The K=12 estimated expendj ture iricrease per student -

‘between 1980-81 and 1981 82 was 13.4 percent.! -To"estimate the 1981-82 .

tota] 1oca] expend1tures for adu]t high schnols the-per-student

»-

1Th1s est1mate was deve]oped from a recently pub11shed report by the

Bureau of Government ReSearch at Rutgers University (1983)% On page.

“25-0f that report, an’ estimate ‘of New Jersey public school expend1tures‘

in current dollars. for 1980-81 and 198]1-82 is shown. On page 33 of

the report an est1mate of the number of pupils in average daily enro]]ment
for the same years.is-given. Comb1n1ng this information results in an

‘estimated average expenditure of $3,281. 71.in 1980-81 and an average of

"1_$3 72] 94 in-1981= 82 The change between'years -is equal to 13.4 percent.

LTI
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h,expend1ture tota] for 1980-81 w111 be 1ncreased by 13.4 percent ‘and
mu1t1p11ed by the September 30, 1981° statewide adult student count..

Table 4=3 presents data on the par*1c1pants, total state

_.expenditures, per student state.expenditure, total .local expenditures .

. and local expend1tures per student for New Jersey's "Adult High School
programs. On_ september 30, 1981 there were 12,311 full-time equivalent
students enrolled in Adult H1gh School programs: (D1v151on of-Finance
memo,” February 11, 1982). The" Education Department's Division of
Finance; using the marg1na1 ana1y51s method described above; estimated

. state aid .generated by the prior year's adult students for 1981-82 state
aid to tota] 51] ;550,503 (D1vis16ﬁ of . F1nance memo,,danuary 19; 1982) ‘

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

'ture per. adu]t h1gh school stude t in 1981-82 is 3193 43, Th1s est1mate

- is based-on local district reports to the state that show total_local

_ expenditures for Accredited Evening Schools -for 1980-81 of $1,889,713 ;
{Conmissioner of Education; prepublication copy of Thirtieth: Annua] '

‘a.Rgébrt) " ‘There were 11,079 students enrolled in adult.schools on

eptember 30; 1980 (Biv1s1on of Finance, New Jersey Education Department,

local expenditure in 1980-81 was $170.57 ($1,889,713 divided by 11,079):

. In order to arrive at* the estimated pernstudent 1ocal expend1ture for

s 1ncreased by 13 4 percent the ant1c1pated increase- in expend1ture for.

. the overall K-12 program between 1980-81 and 1981-82 noted above:. This’

estimated 1981-82 local expend1ture was multiplied by the September 30,

\total 1oca1 expend1ture for Adu]t H1gh~$chools

E 777177'77 77-71 E r j" ] g\ - ‘
The data in Tab1e 4-3 1nd1cate that -adult high schoo] stUdéﬁts.

generated cons1derab1y more state aid. per - -student_than the estimated

expenditures made by districts on these programs in-1981-82. The/

average aid generated per-adult enrolled on September 30, 1981 was

$938.03 compared to an est1mated Tocal expend1ture (based on 1oca1

Eeports) of :$193.43 per ‘student. While there is a wide estimated var1ance

in.state aid to local expenditure, it should be noted that a certain

degree:of averaging in state aid formulas is necessary. "For examp]e,

a gym class of 40 students taught by a new teacher will have a/ Tow per=- -

student expenditure need compared to an advanced math class of 10 students

taught by a teacher with 20 years of teaching expeience. Ana]ysis of

. state aid to students—in these two classes would show the same state aid

per student. Yet; because of the higher class size and 10Wer teacher

-salary, students in the-gym class would show a relatively 1ow per-pup11

“expenditure and,students in the math class-would show a re1at1ve1y high

per=pupil expenditure. The average state aid is distributed unequally to

pay for the additional cost for the math class. In essence, the low-

exgenditure gym class subsidizes the high expenditure math/cTass. The

"~ data in Tab]e 4-3 1nd1cate that a similar situation exists/with the Adult '

High School program., Because the state of New _dersey. does not mandate

- that revenue generated by adult high school students be spent. solely on

these students, local districts are using the "surplus" revenue from the

Adu]t H1gh Schod] program to he]p finance other ex1st1ng/program needs.

52 /. -

worksheets.-on adult high sch001 enrollments) Thus, the average repoctedfsfjk/

1981 student count (Line A in Table 4-3) to arrive. at the estimated /-' .
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S o Ydpie 4-3

R - Part1c.pant and Expend1ture Data for_ Aduli High Schools
: in New Jersey for 1981.-82 o

- .,—#’ . g A~ S -
AL ?uii Time. Equiyalentfs gdent§ . . , 12,311,
- (September 30, 1981 count) : o

B g;ate,Ald,Generated by Adult

*High School Students | ; ';11 550,503

C. State Aid per Adult High a0
School ‘Student ‘ S DU 5938503

D, Est1mated Local Expend1ture per' ! Lo A
Adult High School Student = ’ ' 5193;43

E. Estimated Total Local Expenditires o

. . for Adult High School Studenﬁs 3 2 ,381,317

» |

f
- ]"

,§qggge§ of data: .Line A data is arevised caﬁﬁfféaﬁ§11é& by the

?lyiS1qpfgf7F1gan§g79g7Fg§[u§gziﬁl7717 82, Line B was compiled by
t

1 —- —_—— =

‘'on the reported expenditures for A¢credited Evening ‘Schaols in the
Ihlctletthnnual

—

he Division of Finance and reported in a memo dated January 19,
1982; 'Line C is equal to Line B djvided by Line A= Line D is basad

Report of the Commissioner of Edycation. (Commissioner

\'of Education, prepublication copy). This amount is $1,889,713 for:

198081, The September 30, 1980 cgunt of Adult High School students-
"based on statistics compiled by, the Division of Fimance was 1%;079:

" Thus, the average local cost was 517057 (51,889, 113 divided by 11,079).

This figure was increased by 1314 percent (77é estinated increase in the

K-12 program.mentioned above %n tne text) to"arrive at the local estimated
expenditure of $193.43 for [1981-82, The $£93 43 was multiplied by the

September 30, 1981 student count of 125311 (Eine A) to arrive at the
estimated 1oca1 cost for 198%-82 of 52 381 317 Shawn bn t1ne E:

» s
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Thessituation could, hbwever, result in districts using the Adult High -
Schoul to_generéte.ﬁsurplus revenue-beyond what state policymakers .
wou]d v1ew as a reasonab]e exerc1se of the averag1ng need., The "surp]us

for the Adu]t H1gh Schoo] is beyond._ the scope,.of . this study, it is. -
recommended that the Department of Education verify these reported” B
expend1tures. If the Department of Education confirms substantial.

éﬁrbiﬂs" revenue beyond what state_policymakers view as a reasonabTe

exercise of the averaging need, it is further recommended that the -

Department of Education (1). esfab]ish a "standard of service" for the
Adult High School program, (2) develop a separate funding formula for:

] Y

the Adult High School program based on the established "standard of .

sePV1ce,“ and (3) require separate local district accounting for the.

Adulth H1gh School program with provisions' to ensure that state"aid

received. in the local district for.the program be spent only for th'

"puogram, W1th surplus revenue to be returned to the state,

..t

The Adult L1teracy and High Schoo] Egu1va1ency programs are. targeted

for adults who:wish to prepare for the Test of General Educational

Development (GED). Distribution of state support to local distr1cts

for this type of program is based on” evaluation of annual district

applications -to the Education Department s’ Division of Adult Education.

In. order to maximize the use of available state funds, the Division's

evaluation takes into account the availability to local districts-of

federal basic skills funds. The Division utilizes the State Adult _ ;

Literacy and High School Equivalency funds for local basic skills pFogram-

.ming:in English or, to the extent necessary, in the native language of
the adult learner. Thus, the_Diﬁ%sgon categorizes its basic skills -
programs as (1) English Basic SkiTls, (2) Bilingual Basic Skills, and
(3) English as a Second Language. Also, for purposes-of program_

‘management ;~basic §k1]]s_programs for adults ‘are organ1zed intd four
levels according to' reading proficiency. These levels are- as follows:

bod

1The D7vision of Finance reported Adult High School enrolliment of
13,111.5 on September 30, 1982 compared to 11,079 on September 30,
1980. See Bureau of Government Research, 1983, p. 33 for average

decline of K 12 average daily enrollment.
A

»
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Level — -0 to 3rd grade reading level
_Level . II: 4 to 6th grade Féadi'ng Tevel
Level ITf: 7 to 8th grade’ read1ng level
I \ - . .,
Level Iv: 9 to 12th grade read1ng ]eve]

per Part1c1pant '

~ State expend1tures for Adult L1teracy and’ H1gh School Equ1va1ency _
_supporgaige reported in the annual Governor's Budget.. However;| because
the Division of: Adult Education combines ‘state ‘funding with available-
federal basic skills fund1ng and because .the_program at the local level
serves all_GED D students_in-one™ setting independent of the fund1ng source
designation (federal or state), an algorithm is needéd to (1) ‘estimate -
state support across the three available program options (English Basic
Skills, Bilingual Basic Skills and English as a Second Language); and
(2) separate state- supported from federal ly= supported students w1th1n

each program option. . .
o : E

el

Table 4-4 summarizes the known amounts of federal and state support
for the three program options. Line 1 in Table 4=4 shows the Governor's
Budget total of expenditures for the Adult Literacy a and:ﬂlgh_School—-—-~a—
Equivalency programs for 1981= 82.__ane~2‘shows total federal and state
expenditures for each of the. three program options. The Division of .

;ﬁggit.Educat1on estimated that $¥37,930 of_ the State Adult: L1teracy
expenditure was used for the._ Eng]ish -as a Second Language program with
no funds from the H1gh School Equivalency source for that program
option. This figure is _shown on L1ne 3. The Division further. prov1ded
Skills. program for 1981-82. This est1mate was developed from a!rev1ew
_of each individual district’ s budget. The federa] and state tota]s are
shown on Lines 4-A and 4-B in Table 4-4. .

Table 4=5 presents the algorithm used to estimate federa] and state .
expenditures for the_English Basic Skills program optian using._ the =~
kxnown data shown.in Table 4-4. Line 1-C shows the total 1981-82 federa]
and_state expenditures for Eng]1sh Bas1c Skills and Bilingual Bas1c
Skills programs. This is the same as that shown in Table 4-4; Lines 2-A .
and 2-B. _Shown on Line 2-C_is the total state expenditure for English
Basic Skills and Bjlingual Basic Skills;_ given the fact that in Table
4=4, Line 3 only $137,930 of the .total of these programs was used for
the Eng]1sh as a Second Language Program option. Table 4-5; t1ne 3
Shaws an estimate of total federal funds for.-the English Bas1c Sk1]]s .
and Bilingual Bas¥c Skills programs. That estimate is equal to L1ne 1-€
less Line 2-C_in Table 4-5. Given the estimate of federal. funds'spent
on Bilindual Basic Skills from Table 4-4; Line 4-A; an estimate of
federal funds for English Basic Skills Brogram support is made oh tine 4-¢
in Table-4-5; An éstimate of state expend1tures for_English- -Basiic Skills
program support then is made on Line 5-C in Table 4-5. Using the
&lgorithm we have thus made it. poss1b]e to estimate federa] and state

expenditures for each of the three program options.

I .
o S 55 ) ;
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T Table 4-4

o R P 7”777;77”77”
Known Amounts of Federal and State Expenditures.

for the English Basic Skills Program, Bilingual Basic Skills Program

and English as a Second Language Program for 1981-82

1. State Expenditures 1981-82 (Governor's Budget)!l S
A. Adult Literacy o . $§ 979,154
B. High School Equivalency _ ' . - 1,214,606

Total - $2,193,760

2. Total 1981-82 Federal and State Expenditures for the Program Option2

A. English Basic Skills . ' $3,258,215.68
B. Bilingual Basic Skills - : o © 408,461.80
C. English as a Second Language = 1,180,594,
‘ Total ~ $4,847,271:50

-© 3. sState Total of Adult Literacy

" Funding Used for English ag a e
’ Second kanguage in 1981-82 - $ 137,930.00

Eg@éﬁ@iigfég7f§Ffthé,Biliﬁggé]~Bésic
Skills Programs for 1981-82

.4, Breakdown of Federal and State .

A: Federal subtotal .. - §  89,765.00
B. State subtotal C L - 318,696.80 -
; Total . § 408,461.80

---—-1pata from Governor's Budget for Fiscal year 1983-84 (State of New Jersey,
- January 31; 1983; p. 334). Adult Literacy total includes $171,113

transferred to Department of Higher Education.. High School Equivalency

total includes $138,056 transferred to Department of-Higher Education.
2Data made available by Richard Ritt, Division of Adult Education. ¥
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- . Table 4-5 o '
'A]gbr1%hm to Estimate the Unknown Amountsfbf Federa1 and State Expend1tures
for the English Basic SRills Program; Bilingual Basic Skills Program
| and English as a Second Language Program for 1981-82 ;

\ . o
1. A. EngT;sh Bas1c Skills Program SR ié;égé;éigaéé
B% Bilin } ‘Basic Skills Program - ... 4085461.80
C. Total §11sh and Bilingual Basic - -

Skills Programs | , $é;636;6§§548

2. State Total for English Basic Skills and
.iB111ngua1 Basic Skills Programs -

A. Adult Literacy ($979,154 Tess 5137 930)  § 841,224:00

B: High School Equivalency

€C: Total State Expenditures for Eng11sh .
Basic Skills and B111ngua1 Basic Skills .

..Programs - , : $2,055,830.00

3 "Est1mated Federal Funds for Eng11sh Bas1c

(Line 1-C less Line 2-C above)  $1,610,847.48
4; Est1mate§7Egdgra1 Funds for Eng11sh Bas1c ) ‘
. - Skills Program S L } )
. A Line 3 above | = © $1,610,847.48.
B. “Less Line 4-A, Table 4-4 oo - .~ 89,765,00 ..
C. ‘'Equals Federal Funds for Eng]ish : o i

Basic Skills Préérém _ $1,621,082.48  *°

5. Est1mated State Expend1tures for Eﬁ§1?§ﬁ'

Basic Skills Program
A: Federal and State Basic Skill ; e
Amount (Line 1-A above) - . $3,258,215.68

B. Less Estimated Federal (Line 4-C above) ~  _1,521,079:48
C: Equals Estimated.State Expend1ture for o
English Bas1c SPi]]s - $1,737,133.20

;3
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- As ment1oned above, the D1v1s1on of Adu]t Educat1on organ1zes its.

programs into four levels according to reading prof1c1ency. At the local

level, part1c1pants are not placed according to-fupding source but rather.
in accordance with their educational need (as defined by the reading

. proficiency ‘level). Participant data, therefore; is- ava1]ab]efgnlyfby ,777i-

reading proficiency level. . The task is to decide how to estimate the number
-1 of part1c1pants be1ng supported W1th state ‘funds as compared to the number

v

while the state do]]ars are being used to support students who are closer
- to the point of tak1ng their GED exam. zHowever, sufficient data will be
reported in order to allow’ sens1t1vity analyses of alternative assumptions-\

on the appropr1ate d1str1but1on of program part1c1pants.v "; S
\
T Bé;éuse the D1v1s1on does not app]y the four levels of prof1c1ency
to the English as_a Second Language program option, it was decided to
allacate participants in that program on_the basis of relative percentage
of federal versus state_ support. Total _federal and state support for'that

option was '$1,180,594..02 of which only $137,930 or 11.7 percent was state

of ‘New. Jersey funds. Therefore, 11.7 percent 'of the participants in the
English as a Second Language programqwere cons1dered state-supported.

Part1c1pants and Expend1tures L

Table 4-6. presents data on (1) the 1981-82 federal, state and local
expenditures in total and for each of the three program options; {2). the
estimated number of participants in each option by fund1ng source; ~and -
(3) the -cost per participant by program option and in-total.. Fpr both
the English Basic Skills and B111ngua] ‘Basic Skills programs; the federal/
state allocation of participants is.based on a decision to_consider: all
level I and II students as being féderally supported and all level III and
IV students as state-supported; Thus; the_ 9,145 level I and II students
in the English Basic Skill opt1on in 1981- 82-are considered ‘to be receiving
federal support.e In_reviewing the data in Table 4-6; note that the
figures in the "Total™ column do not always: represent the sum.of the three
preceding columns._ For instance; the Total Participants is always-the
same as the Local Participants which is_ the sum of the Federal and State
columns: Also,; the total Expend1tures/Part1c1pants is the:overall average
rather than the sum of averages of the preced1ng co]umns. o

opt1ons he]ps to prov1de program support for an. estlmated 18 175 part1c14

pants:. This .is an average state expenditure of $120.70 per part1c1pant
(see second column on Line 4 in Table 4-6): Local districts reported
~spending an additional 332:34 per program participant. Thus; the state/
‘local cost is an_estimated $153.04-per. part1c1pant., This figure is- almost
"identical to that found for the federa]/loca] Expenditure-for the estimated

22,065 participants idéﬁt1?iéd as hav1ng pr1mar11y federal support. That

comb1ned figure is $152; 59*

pemm———
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2 TéBié 4-6- _
¢ -Federa] State and tg;g] Expend1tures for
: GED Targete&ngglt Basic Skills E&uiéfiéﬁ’
Prog;?ms in- New Jersey 1981~ 82 '
- Program Option ' ;.w:@‘g Expenditures and Participants
c ’ Federal State “Local - Iotal
"1 Eng]1sh Basic” Sk1lls ‘ L
Expenditures - $1,521, 082.48 $1,737,133.20 ' § 966, 491, 87 $4 224,707, 55
Participants = . 9, 145 4ﬁ4415,251444,,44;4424,39644, 44424,3964444
Expend1tures/ L s D
Participants $ . 166 33§ 113.90 $. 39.62 - 173.17 .
2.. Bilingual Basic Skills . = L
. A Expend1tuﬁés v $ 89,765.. ‘% 318,696.80 $ 128,339.20 $- 536,801.[
T Participants ; 928 1, 335 . " 2,263 . :
;;>)  Expenditu es/ - ~ ? - e R
PérticipéhtSf ' $ 96 73 $ ) ,238;72 $ 56,718 237.2k—
3. Engl1sh as a Second = L } A o
"~ _Language. . .. S B
- Expenditures - $1,042.664.02. § 137,930  §$ 206,609.08 $1,387,203.10
.__Participants - 11—992 . - 1,589 13,581 - . 13,581 -
“Expenditures/; T~ .
Pérticiﬁﬁhts 3 ? 86 95 $  ~ 86.80 . 15,21 8 - 102.14
4, Tota]s ‘ LT e
Expend1turesi -7 $2;653;511.50\ $2,193,760" $1,301,440.15 -$6,148,711.65
Participants . - 22,065 - . 18,175 ._-40,240 . . 40,240
Expenditures/ o e PR A
- Part1e1pants - $ 120.25 $ 120.70 $ .. .32.3% 152.80
1pata Sources For federal and state expend1ture data see Tables 4 k and._4-5.
Local expend1ture and participant data from Richard Hitt, Division ¢f Adult
- Education based on March 31, 1983 computer printout. ‘See text for 110cat1on

of part1c1pants within programs.. . *
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expend1ture per part1c1pant. That f1nd1ng could. be attr1butab1e to the

B ‘app11cat1on approval process of the D1v1sion of Adu]t Educat1on in wh1ch

——————

of state do]]ars. However that conc]us1on is really beyond the 11m1tations -
~ of the data presented in ;&hle 4- 6. ; s
',Recommendat1ons ‘ R ' '

g
g

It is recommended that the data in Table 4 6 be rev1eWed and ver1f1ed

by the Department of Education. It is further ‘recommended that the

Division of Adult Education keep a separate record:of federal and state

allocations .to local .school districts. Currently, the Division's: computer

records. show a combined federal/state total. For purposes of ease of

. analysis; it would be.desirable to show a separate record of the staté and

_federal funds. The fiscal data in Table-4-6 are expenditure data. Like

the the Adult. H1gh School program, the GEB-targeted programs do not have.an o

established "standard of service:" While the issue: of state support to

. local expenditure has not risen.in the GED-targeted program area as it did

in_the Adult High School “program, it is nonetheless desirable to .establish :

a 'standard of service" for the GEB-targeted programs. Without such a

standard, the "cost" of these prggrams is not determinable. It is, therefore,

further reoommendedithat the NewW Jersey State Department of Education
establish a "standard:of service" for the GED-targeted programs ./ This

task could very. easily :be completed at the same time that the standard for

e =X ==

the .Adult High School is established (see recommendations under Adult High .

'School). Once a standard is determined, thesdesired level of statellocal f

'share of the cost of the program can be estab11shed.:

“ | iumaﬂ_ .

" The aim of the cost ana]ys1s was to examine New Jersey s state .;

ggpeﬁajﬁgiés for 1981-82 for the following three’ diploma-targeted adult
‘basic skills education funding sources: (1) the Adul{ High School; S

(formerly known as the Accredited. Evening High Schy o]), (2) the Ad 1t

Literacy program, and (3) the High School Equ1va1 icy . program. Sfate

expenditures for each program werée identified in total and on a per-

part1c1pant basis. - Local" ‘expenditures for each prpgram Were a]so 1dentif1ed

: 1n total and on a per-part1c1pant bas1s.- : L

S ;tfgasffoundftbat adult h1gh schoo] students generate considerably .
.more state aid per student than the estimated expend1turesgzde by the _

- districts on these programs in 1981-82,- The total state aid generated. for’
- programs for the 12, 311 adults’ enro]]ed on September 30, 1981 totaled_ ;f
. $11755 million. - The estimated local expenditures. on programs for Adult’
High Schools that: year was $2.38 million: On a per-participant basis,
- state: aid tota]ed $938.03 whilerestimatad local expenditures {based on .

P s

local reports) totaled only $193.43 per student.  Because
‘Jersey does not mandate that revenue generated by.-the Adul H1gf- chool:
students b sgﬁnt so]ey on-these students, .1ocal districts are

tude Nsing the
: "surp]us rexenue f.om the\Adult H1gh Schoo] program to he]p f Inance other;p

\ -
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exlst1ng program needs.. Tha\"surplus" revenue s1tuat1on may help exp1a1n )
the 18.3 percent grewth in Adult High School enrollment between September: 30,_

- 1980 and September 30, 1982 while regular schoo] enro]]ment (and assoc1ated
state a1d) declined by 5. 9 percent. = , PR

Based on the cost ana]ys1s of the Adu]t H1gh Schoo] program the'
fo]]ow1ng recommendat1ons are made: ' - , o

»\‘(i)_ The Department of Educat1on ver1fy the reported local

{2) The Department of EdUcat1on establish a “standard of
, service" for the Adu]t High School. program.
s -
{3) - The Department of Educat1on deve]op a separate fund1ng
formula for the Adult High School ‘program based on the ,
~establTshed "standard ‘of serv1ce,“ and ' , AT v

- (#) 'The Department of Educat1on requ1re separate local
district accounting for the Adult High School -program
. with_provisions to ensure that. state ‘aid received in:
.the locaT d1str1ct for the- program be spent only for, -

R to the state. o L Lo

Benef1ts Ana]ys1s

o A fu]T‘descr1pt1on of the methodo]ogy employed to. secure data on the .
benefits of obta1n1ng a high school credential is provided in Chapter 3.
. Here the concern is with reporting the findings so that. judgments can be
. made concerning outcomes and 1mpact in re]at1on to costs. -
- Benéfits must . be vi ewed from two rather dlfferent perspect1Vés. " The -
first; what m1ght be calted the micro perspective, emphasizes. the benef1ts
ga1ned«by_sub-grobps of the- popu]at1on and, thus sheds 1ight on program
effect1veness in meet1ng 1nd1v1dua1 or sub-group needs. ~ The ‘second; or’
. macro perspect1ve, addresses outcomes without referencé to the spec1f1c
needs: or goals of 1nd1v1duals or sub-groups and thus provides ‘a .picture of
- overall outcomes or programimpact. To. illustrate this distinction; = -
consider- the benefit of ‘obtaining employment... From. .the micro_ perspect1ve,
this outcome is mean1ngfu] on]y to that sub=~group. of ‘the- population C
-cons.st1ng of_persons who were unemployed and seeking emp]oyment prior -to_. =
graduation: This sub- -group ‘experienced s1gn1fucant gains in employment,
suggesting that: the program was effective in meet1ng their need.. HoWEver,
from the macro perspect1ve, gains in emp]oyment were relatively modest..
' The reason is that the majarity. of the population were_employed both prior
to and after- graduat1on. -Thus,; overall, there was limited potential-for

emp]oyment gains. Both perspectives, . of” course, are valid;- they s1mp]y
;emphas1ze d1fferent k1nds of 1nformat1on. , o

- The f1nd1ngs are. organ1zed and reported in two general sect1ons, the L
-first dealing. with micro benefits and the second w1th macro benefits: or-

. overa]] impacts




 Micro Benefits = B

~

(Because the GED and AHS samples were drawn from'different populations,

= - froma Strictly technical point of view findings for each group 'should be
~+ reported separately. To do so, however, would be exceedingly cumbersome
.~ and detract from our purpose of providing an overall picture of benefits _
gained; regardless of type of credential. Consequently; the micro analysis '
is based on_the combined data from- tiie. two samples. The reader is . . -
cautioned that the findings are only suggestive of inferences that might

.- be made to the total population of interest..

These findings, and -all others, are organized under the previously

discussed general categoriss of (1) Employment .and’ Earnings; (2) Reduced =  _
. Dependence on Welfare and Other Public Transfers; and (3) Investments in :

‘Human Capital.- Following the data for the combinéd sample, outcomes for

the adult high school and GED graduates are compared. Only statistically

significant differences are reported. The section concludes with an -
analysis of graduates' perceptions of the value of the adult 'high-schools

and GED programs:in helping them attain a-high school credential:

‘Macro éeﬁéfits

~ . - S N

_.To'reiterate, the macro perspective provides information on benefits = -
for the overall population without regard to sub-group .differences in .
needs or..goals. This.is the kind of information typically reported in

 outcome studVes.. Success is judged—on-the—basis of achievement of officially
. stated .objectives, which are presumed to be relevant to the entire popuiations

Outcomes or benefits are typically equated with overall program impacts

- In detéfmining what findings to report in_ respect to macro benefits,
the decision was made to adhere to conventional scientific criteria, that.

is. not to-aggregate thé data from the GED and AHS samples. .Thus, findings"

27« reported.only for the GED sub-group.. We view this as the preferred

~ z1ternative for the following reasons:. (1) the AHS sample is small and.’ ' .°
not strictly random; inferences can only be made to the limited population

- from which the sample was drawn; (2) the majority of adults in New Jersey:

©. earn GED.rather than adult high school diplomas; (3) the -GED sample was
' drawn randomly from a large and representative population; moreover, its
~standard error is known (+ 3%), thus allowing for some precision in .

estimating population values; (4) finally, the actual number of GED . . -

graduates for fiscal year 1981-82 is known; thus permitting estimates of
outcomes in terms of actual number of graduates. S '
. In order to make the estimates in Section 2; certain assumptions and .
adjustments had to be made. First it was assumed that adults who,pgssed“the.lf’,

GED test between January 1 and April 31, 1982 (the sampling frame) were .
representative of those who-passed during the other months of fiscal year
198;;82;;,Ih,régérdqty;adeSthéhth,6h1y,that,proportion,gffyhg’tgta]

- (48%) estimated as having prepared for the GED by participating in adult
“basic 'skills programs was included in computing estimates. ~Secondly, those

who passed the Spanish form of the test (17%) were excluded from the -

 calculations. Thus; the total population of GED- graguates (7,671) was -
~adjusted downward to 3,056. , o . . o o

b2
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: Sect1on,1744M4cr9451nd1ngs

‘samp]e data. For the sake of pars1mony,,they are presented as s1mp1e
- percentages. For items applicable to all respondents, such as most of
~ those in the Human Capital category, percentages were ca]culated from a -

base of- 250. For all other items, the base N varied depend1ng on the size

of the re]evant sub-group (e.g., those with. ch1]dren, those employed, etc. )

E1ghteen Months After Graduat1on_

1 Of graduates 1n1t1a11y unemp]oyed and seeking employments— 58 3%
" obtained jobs. This gain is somewhat offset by 14.8%. who were 3
1n1t1a11y emp]oyed but became unemp]oyed y . . oo

2. Of graduates initially employed part=time, 44, 1% obta1ned fu]]-t1me‘
employment. This gain is slightly offset by 7.1% who were »
initially emp]oyed fu!]-t]me ‘but subsequent]y became emp]oyed part-\

"t1me. :

,,,,,,

3. Of graduates 1n1t1a]1y emp]oyed and. st111 emp]oyed at the time ofj
the follow-up, 44.6% reported that they obtained better JObS.

4.  Of graduates 1n1t1a]1y emp]oyed and sc111 emp]oyed at the t1me of
the follow-up, 93.1% reported an 1ncrease in earnings. . - .

5. of graduates 1n1t1a]1y emp]oyed and st111 emp]oyed at the time of
the follow-up, 29. 0%'reported that. they had rece1ved a JOb SN
pqomot1on. - : --"1 '

IR

the. fo]]ow-up, 77. 8% reported that they were more 11ke1y than before
-to keep their JObS.“ y ,

'fellow-up, 76 2% repo'

that they are now able to do thelr JObS-
better: .

Sepy

Df the seven_ benef1ts above re]ated to emp]oyment and earn1ngs, -

or more benefits, and 13. 3% reported five or more benef]ts., It should be -
noted in -addition that the average number of months employed.in the 12-month.
period prior to graduation was 7.7; compared to 9.0 after graduation,
‘Specific f1nd1hgs related to 1ncreased earnings .are Tisted beTow.l. /

1. For gradudtes employed full-time, both initially and at.the.t1me'ot |
" the follow-up (N = 35); ‘the mean weekly increase in také-home pay was
$63.72. N hone. Pay v
2. For graduates employed: part=time, both initially and at the time of
- the f°1]0W'UP (N 103), the meéan weekly increase in take-home pay _

3. For gradudtes iﬁ{tia1iy{ém§ibyéd part-time who had gained full-time

83 .. -
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emp]oyment by the t1me of the faiiaw-aa (N = 78), the mean.weekiy

jncrease. 1n take-home pay was $87.73.

_4.‘ For the total sample (N = 250), the mean weékly increase in take-

home pay was $26:18.. This can be.extrapolated to a cumulative

annual gain in take-home pay of $341,675 for the tota] samp]e.

Reduced Dependence on Welare & Public Transfers
Twe]ve to Efghteen Months After Graduatloneeef

1

1. Of the gradUates who had 1n1t1ally rece1ved we}fare payments and )

public transfers {e.g., food stamps), 51% received ne ‘public :

assistance at the time of the follow-up.. Th]§79a1n71siillght1y

of fset by 4. 7% who had—not‘"ece1ved public dssistance- pr1or to--
,graduat1on bt did at the tine of the follow-ups. =~ .

Investments in Human,Cap1ta1,Twelve : N o IR
to Eighteen MonthsrAfter Gradbation T N T T

__Sinee earning thei. h1gh school credential: . <

Ei;. 29. 3% of graduates enro]]ed in co]]ege*'a

P R

4. 95.6% of those with children reported that they now. set a better,'
' e*amp]e for the1r children.. . = T L

-H 66- 5% repoFEEd"fhat they now know more about how the gdvernment works.

R ‘92 8% reported that they now fee] better about themse]ves;

. Of the six benef1ts above related to 1nvestments 1n human cap1ta1 :
100% of the graduates reported at least one benefit, 85.3% reported three°

or more benefits; and 22 9% reported five or more benef1ts.rﬁu- .
O - . I R

‘ eompar1son of Benef1ts ‘for GED . g o

ﬁeAdulthighASchool Graduates.

The AHS graduates were 1ess soc1oeconom1ca11y advantaged than the1rf_f

GED counterparts: . To 1T]ustrate, -55% of AHS graduates were unemp]oyed

. prior to graduation compared to 36% of GED graduates. JIn add1t1on, twice

as_many_AHS graduates. (32% vs. 16%) received public ass1stance ini the— -

12 months before obta1n1ng a diploma. Given these _discrepancies in socio-

ecohomic circumstances, one might éexpect to find substantial d1f‘erences in

-outcomes favoring the GED group:: This was not the case. Only three”

statistiéally signif1cant d1fferences were: observed. The first, re]ated to

*Data reported in Gnapter 5 suggest that the overwhe1m1ng maaor1ty

enro]]ed in two-year commun1ty col]eges.
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1; In the twelve to eighteen month per1od folTow1ng graduat1on, only

3. A greater proport1on of AHS gradﬁates (9. 0%) ‘than GED graduates

59

'public ass1stance, is not surgris1ng in light of the initial d1screpanc1es

" ‘between the groups. The second is relatively trivial and probab]y accounted

for by the emphasis on c1v1cs 1n the. typ1cal AHS curr1cu]um. ‘The third is

difficult to 1nterpret.

& -

The two groups d1ffered as follows: Lo L e

- 7.9% of GED graduates received some fgrm of pub11c assistance

B compared to 26. 3 of AHS graduates (X . i df = 1, p = 6001)
2. A s]1ght1y greater proport1on of AHS graduates (76: 6%) than GED
. graduates (61 9%) reportad knowing mere about how the government
- works since earn1ng their dip]oma (X2 = 5.1, df =1, p = ;02)

(70 4%) reported.that they arelnow ab]e to do their Jobs better

{X2.='3.5, df =1,7p. E\‘03)

. programs are pert1nent to”
‘need -and thus to the 1ssu

- “Agree" 3, "D1sagree

high schoo] credent1a1, gra'uates views of the va]ue of" GED and AHS
general ‘assessment of .progra effi‘aey\\nd
of "benef1t" in its broad sense. , ‘

rsked to rate their extent of agreement/d1sagree-

ment With the. fOTTOW1ngfstatements. "Strongly Agree was scored. 4,
25 and "Strong]y Disagree" 1. ' :

1. The LT§§sroom 1ns;ruct1on I rece1ved was very helpfu] 1n prepar1ng

The mean scofe for the first item was. 3.7 (SD = 9§); indicating a

.Strong degree of /agreement with the statement posed. -For the second

item; the mean 155,3.2 (SD 93), closer to "Agree" than “Strongly Agree,

1. The adu]” h1gh schoo] I attended wa veny he]pfu] in prepar1ng
to earn ny d1p10ma. o o .

ot

2. If the aduTt h1gh schoo] was not ava1]ab1e to-me, I wouid not have_
earned/a d1p]oma.‘j .
The Tean for. the first item was 3.6 (SD = 58),:ihdicatihg strong
agreement/ With the statement’ posed. The mean for the second item was -
onTy sT1’ht1y Tower (3 4, sD = .79). ) , :

i

?
&
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3. 587 (19.2%):.obtained a better job.
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It can be conc]uded that the great maJor1ty of GED and AHS graduates

- placed a high value. on the instruction they received, and agreed that they

would riot have earned their diplomas had they been den1ed access to an
appropr1ateﬁﬁdu]t education program. ‘ ‘

Section 2: Macro Findings

The f1nd1ngs be]ow are based on the GED samgle data. Techn1ca]1y,

Eng]1sh version of the GED test between January 1 and Apr1] 30, 1982, and

"who indicated on the test form that they had part1c1pated ina state-

sponsored adu]t bas1c sk1lls education program. For_ this sample the

the_ graduates who passed the test dur1ng the. other etght months of f1sca1 ;
1982. Thus; in projecting raw numbers, the 12~month adJusted total of
3,056 was ut111zed as the bases S i

Emp]oyment and Earn1ngs Twelve tb ‘ v “ : o . SIS
Elggteen Months After Graduat1on . - 5 o _ -

An estimated tota1-of.

I. 391 (12.8%) obtained employment. g

2. 2,677 (87.6%) increased their edrningse = . s
o

4. 7348 (11.4%) were promoted eq the job: ;‘

6. 1,008 (33:6%) feTt“they“were—better~able'to-do—the1r JObS.

. In regard to earn1ngs

1. .For~geadoa%es=emp#oyed=£u41-tame;:both:smitlé&ly_and-at_tbeztime-o‘ -
follow-up, the mean weekly 1ncrease in take-home pay was $66.67. ) :

2. For graduates. employed part—t1me, both 1n1*1a11y and at the_ tlme of

: fo]low-up, the mean week]y increase in take-home pay was $28.33:

3. For the total samp]e the mean weekly 1ncrease in take-nome pay. was

$29.87. This can be extrapolated ($29.87 x 52 weeks x 3,056) to a .

cumu]at1ve annua] ga1n of $4;746,701.

Reduced Dependénce on Welfare and Public

Iransfers4Iwel¥eTtogElghteenAMonthsaAfter ﬁraduat1on

1. An estimated total of 581 (19. 6%)‘were removed From we]fare and other‘

pub11c transfer programs, such as Food Stamps. . : L

‘A\v



Investents in Human Capital Twelve -
to E"ghtééﬁ”ﬁﬁthg After Graduation ! . -

An est1matea\tota1 of :

1._ 953 (31 2%) enrolled in co]]ege. .

45 1 953 (63 9%) reported they now set a better examp]e for the1r
ch1]dren. ' . =

5. 1,892 (61.9%) reported iﬁeréaséa knowledge of how the government
works. . - .

“ 6. . 2,879 (94 2%) reported they now fee] better about themse]ves.

~In 1981'32,§b€PQ,N§E9,1?,311 adu]ts enroI]ed in adult hlgh schools .
\\HS) ‘Total state revenue to local school:-districts_for AHS programs.

was $11.55 million. However, only $2.38 millior or $193:43 per partici-

pant was actually spent on the AHS orograms at the local level. During

‘the same_year there were 18;175 participants in GED-targeted adult basic

skills programs: It was fodnd that the state spent $2.19 million on these"

i

programs or about $121.70 per participant: Local d1str1cts reported

pend1ng an add1t1ona1 $32.34 per participant: S 7

In order to determine whether the benef1c1a1 effectf of these programs

outweigh the cost to the state, a questionnaire aimed at identifying the

potential benefits of these programs was developed: The questionnaire

was administered to recent graduates of.the sta“e-supported programs to

determine if the hypothesized benefits of the programs Were/actually

rea]1zed by the part1c1pants. , y _u i

 What we found in terms of benefits were the ?6116Wiﬁ'g"?

Part1c1pants in both AHS- and GEB-targeted programs

. found the instruction they received to.be very

helpful in preparing them to earn the1r d1plomas..

. Part1c1pants agreed that 1f the programs did not

ex1st they would not" haVe earned d1plomas.

. Graduates reported gains in emp]oyment, 1ncreases in

earnings, increased likelihood of keep1ngfjgpslfahgf

improved performance on the 3oblpfter comp]et1ng the
program.

.'i
- Al
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Graduates reported further1ng their education beyond

“ high school, improving their reading, writing and math

skills, being better rale models for their children,
and greatly enhan\1ng their self-esteem. : :

The results of th1s study indicate to po]1cymakers that state _
expend1tures on d1ploma-targeted programs are v1ewed by graduates as .

spectrUm of outcome measures. As stated at the beg1nn1ng of this chapter,
it s difficult to place a monetary value on this .array of benefits.
Setting a value on increased employment, reduced dependénce on welfare,
further improvement in education, or benefits to the children of program
graduates is a matter of judgi_iiéht éi".d cannot be arrived at objectively.
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. CRAPTER V D S

OUTCOMES OF PARTICIPATION IN ADULT
: BASIC EDUCATION. - C ok

¢ o
N s . . - -

777777 The previous chapter was concerned with some of the same questions .
addressed in this one. However, Chapter 4 dealt not only with_a different

population? but its purpose and focus were much narrower, namely; to o
analyze costs and benefits associated with New Jersey's high school completion
program. Data on benefits were secured by a one-page mailed questionnaire :
completed by GED and adult high schoot (AHS) graduates-twelve to eighteen
months after obtaining their diplomas. It was assumed that many of the '

. reported benefits were directly related to obtaining a high school.credential..

T~ S e e g g e g g
. The present chapter; in contrast, reports the findings of in-depth ..

interviews with a random samp le_.of ,294 ABE students enrolled between October, -
1982, and April, 1983. ‘Although the emphais of the interviews was on '
. -outcomes attributable to ﬁfégrém,pértitipatidnibg;wggg¥@EE§BéF‘aﬁa April,
attention was given to probing other aspects of;s;ggeg§§:7éiﬁéfiéﬁtés.'“FG?A7 z
example, questions were. asked concerning reasons for: participation; perception
of the educational process,; and factors influencing discontinued attendance.
The intention in asking these kinds of questions was to provide a broader.

context for analyzing and interpreting the findings related to- outcomes.

The present chapter is organized as follows: The first section:provides

a sociodemographic profile of the survey respondents. Next; findings: A
related to the "context" questions, such as those listed above, are preseqted.
In .the third section outcomes are presented in the following order:.

(1) employment-related changes; (2) acquisition and application of ‘basic
skills: (3) further education-and training; (4) reduced dependence on

public assistance and (5§;béESbﬁé1méhd family effects.’

. A detailed description of the méihoddiogy of this component of the

study can be faund in_Chapter 3. , L _Z
: P S - \ o o /
Characteristics of Réspondents

.

. Data comparing selected characteristics of respondents with non-_-
respondénts are reported in Chapter 3. Table 5-1 below presents a fuller_
sociodemographic profile of the 294 students who comprised the final sample -
for the study. The-relatively low proportion of Hispanic respondents reflects™.

the decision to exclude English as'a second language students from the study
population: A1l Hispanic respondents were enrolled in regular; English-

" language basic skills classes. -~ - ' g ;

P

L~
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| * Tabie 51

' Description of Respondents; ia Percentage *

(N=294) - L
Charactéristic L . Percent vt B

Sex

Female = N , 6
Male N 7 > 3

" Race/Ethn¥city

Black y | :
White T 313
Hispanic % /: - "¢~ - 13:2
Other ' . - 5.6

Reading Level

Employfent Status =~ R T o
Employed ' . S s
Not Employed - _ S ezs 0

. 16=20 . | - 29.6 ,
21-29 - | 3 T 31.2
30+ . - I

*Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding

*Mean age = 30. N o I

o
[ g

Table 5-1 reveals that the majority of sample were women, minority

group members, relatively young, unemployed; and reasonably ‘proficient
readers. Although data on family income were not obtained; it appears
likaly that most of the respondents ‘'were economically disadvantaged. .

This, conclusion is buttressed by the fact that 26.6% reported receiving
sqﬁé form of public-assistance. ' ‘ - o - .

Ve
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‘Reasons for ﬁa"r'ti’cgeatian |

Respondents were asked to "th1nk back +o when you f1rst enro]]ed 1n

the program.. what were your reasons or goa]s for enro]11ng?"

“As expected the magor}ty gave more .than one reason.‘ The1r answers,

_ were 1nduct1ve]y-coded into six categor1es ‘to get-a d1p]oma/f1n1sh

schooling; to. prepare for further education or training; -to get a job or

better. job; to ,improve basic skills; to enhance personal. deve]opment/esteem/

confidence; and a catch- all "other" category.__Because~of_the large number

of multiple responses; the data generated by this quest1on were. Judged to

be of little .utility - and are not reported here: What is reported in

Table 5<2 are the frequency distributions based on the follow=-up quest1on,

"Which one of these reasons was the most 1mportant to _ou?" . - .

Table 5-2°

-
4

~ Most Important R’ééééﬁ-?é? EﬁFoiiﬁént; in Percentage

" (N= 291)*
- Reason R | L
1. Obtain Dipioma/Finish School \\\ . 836 o
"2, Prepare for Further Education or e
‘Training ' : . /,_ .89 f

3. Obtain a Job or Better Job . . 189
' ﬁ..-lmprove Bas1c Academ1c Sk11]s ) n_ E‘ié;g . T =

5. Persona] Deve]opment/Esteem/Conf1dence ;-”' 7.6 - §

‘“.5. Other o : ;‘7 {ka. ' ;_ o 2;1»"‘v

3

*In th1s and subsequent tables, cases W1th m]ss1ng va]ues are de1eted from
‘the base N of 294 ) L

L] /

L

the majority. of resporidents .did not jdentify obtaining a diploma or

finishing school as their primary reason for enrollment. Moreover; in the:

A]though Table .5- 2 may contain few surpr1ses, it is noteworthy that | B

researchers' opinion; an extremely important feature: of this- and most of .

' . the tables that follow is.the meaningfulness or- validity of the response

- categories. As discussed ‘in the met hodology chapter, predeterm1ned fixed

responses were not employed in seeking answers’ tol complex questionss

e et e i - =

Instead the respondents were a1]owed to answer in the1r own words, wh1ch

3
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'-were then 1nduct1ve]y coded to’generate . the response a]ternat1ves. ;Thé

- reasons for enrollment 1isted in. Table 5-2 are- grounded 1n ‘the respondents

own exper1ence, not 1n the researchers‘ "expert opinion.”

o) JMCM Events

Prev1ous research (As]an1an and Brlkell, 1980; Knox, 1977) suggests

that the decision to enroll in adu]t educat1on is often influenced or:

“triggéred" by 1ife change events that heighten.need or motivation to learn: ;

- This proposition was tested by ask1ng respondents "Why did you enroll at

 .you decide tc n~0112" Near]y two-fifths of the respondents (39.1%)

. changes (e.g., divorce, new baby, marriage, death, empty nest), and—

that particular :imé? Was there somethnng happening in your. life that made

identified ¢pec: fic changes 'in their lives that influenced the1.7dec1s1onf’

to enroll : 1iBE., Of these two-fifths, 41% identified the need for a .,
3ob or a better job as the. prec1p1tat1ng factor,.33% mentioned- fam11y

26% said ‘that job changes, toth actual and ant1c1pated prompted their

: enro]]ment Examp]es of such. changes included Toss of job, job insecurity,

\

\v/
) (

-1n3ury, and age- reTated decrements in physical stam1na or strength.‘

e

'f re. ons of ABE Program,'

Respondents were asked, “once you enrol]ed was the adu]t educat;on

cburse what you expected it to be" like or.was.it different?" The main

‘reason-for ask1ng about expectat1ons was to examine the responses of ‘those

who.found the course ‘to be "different." ‘Was it different in a.positive way

or in some negative sense? It was anticipated that those who perceived the

course as negatively different would. be more.likely tp drop out and 1ess

11ke]y to realize benef1c1a] outcOmes than other respondents. . -i |

Nearly half the students (48 6%) stated the course was, what they,had B

expected; 6% indicated uncertainty, and 45. 2% responded that it differed

from the1r expectatidhs. Table 5 3 summar1zes the 1nduct1ve]y coded -

R

g; from. what they had expected. o ' el

The most str1k1ng f1gure in Table '-3 is the large proport1on of -

students who. perceived the course as characterized by more self-pacing and

individualized instruction than had been expected. Clearly, the majority

saw ABE as different in positive or "neutral" (e.g. degree of difficulty)

ways from what they had anticipated. Not' enough attention, not enough

structures and too much structure might bé considered “negative differences.”:
However, tHe "negat1ves" totalled only 23 respondents, too few to-use

"negative differences in expectat1ons" as a var1ab]e for subsequent

stat1st1ca] ana]yses.
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Tatﬂe 5 3 _ -

Ways In Wh1ch tourse D1ffered From Expectat1ons 1n Percentage*

" (N=133)-
o ;/ )
Ways Course Differed ER ,ge;g’ent
T , .‘777.7'7//7 7>‘ —
More Péféﬁﬁéi Afféﬁtiéﬁ o j?;rA , SoaS T <%_"
;-1Se1f Pac1ng/1nd1v1dua11zed Instruct1on_y -'f§6;3 B B |
Easier Than Expected. L "‘.";' h ?ﬂ 6.8
Harder 1 Than é;eected 3 f.f‘ 'r' o 631
Not. Enough Personal Attent1on o T
.;th Enough‘Structure R e )
Too Much St ruct;re e 2.3
iOther Answer ; “. R . s - 235 ’

*Parcentages do not add to 17°C due to rounding

[ -

b

"?47“" R Problems Rela@a&Ax;£M££esselnACless

.t

For purposes S1m11ar to inquiring about the nature of " d1fferences,1n i

'expectaﬁiohs, respondents were questioned about the ‘extent tp which’

1‘certa1n factors 1mpeded théir success in. c]ass. A scale (ca]]ed PROBDEX)
was: ‘constructed in anticipation that students.who ‘experjenced difficulties

. negative outcomes related, for example, to dropout and goal achievement. .
.. As 'reported subsequent]y, to some extent. this hypothesis proved to be

in the classroom (i.e., scored high on the scale) would also experience

"'correct.q Table-5-4 is based on responses to the following question._ “Now’

‘to classes. After I read each statement, p]ease tell #e if 1t is very,
~true, somewhat true, or not true." _ L ‘“ffi

I'd like to ask you about some problems. adults often experience.in going

~—



: 'Tabie 5=4 f.hfﬂ~”
Extent To Which Respondents Exper1enced C] S’ﬁeiated_PrdBjems, i

P

in Percentage* '

(N-294)__ ' )
' . Enem'hme
L 7;; : Co | Not So$ewhat Very
.Prob]em T - B "-True ‘rue True
a. You didn't fee] ygufwere @ak1ng enough '[,,3
_progress toe};d your goa]s ‘ : 7 13.6
b, .You didn't receive enough he1p or attent1on(iei;,- o L
" inclass e - B7.3 - 20.7 12.0 -
c. The c]asswork was harder than you expected' éé;ém déé.éill Jié{é;
d. You-didn't get support or éﬁéaijraééﬁéﬁt S D
' : from family or fr1ends , AR A L C17:7 0 - 11.80
- -You had troub]e §§§90d109,§]§§5 due to' * - ,_..";, . :',.Y,-,,hh
'3ob or fam11y respons1b111t1es S "+ 48,0 ,'_;26.9 - 25.2.

-

Percentages across rows may not add to,100 due to rounding .

A]though, in genera]* few respondents agreed that the prob]ems Tisted’ .

‘were "very ‘true" for them, a substantial number indicated difficulties

. reélated to making progress toward their goals and.attending:class. regu1ar1y

because of job or family. respons1b111t1es. ‘Dther. research (e.g. Mezirow;

Darkenwald, and- Knox, 1975) ‘has 1dent1f1ed these prob1ems as particy]ar1y

'prevalent in ABE programs. N .‘ ) b

-

Two open-ended fo]]ow-up quest1ons asked respondents to. 1dent1fy any

" other gﬂiortant prob]ems ‘they had and to indicate which. s1ng1e prob1em they

. quest1on are stown in- Tab]e 5-5 be]ow. o

"+ ‘considered most serious.: The responses to the "mcst ser1ous rob]em
P

It is noteworthy that the maJor1ty of prob]ems 1dent1f1ed :as most

vser1ous were external to the program, that. is, 11fe-s1tuat1ona1. However,:

perhaps most significant is the relatively large number who. stated that-

their own shortcomings as learners constituted their most. serious prob]ems. '

Undoubtedly, much.of the self-blame is Just1f1ed but: "d1ff1cu1t1es 1n

‘1earn1ng“ to some degree ref1ect der1c1enc1es 1n teach1ng.

»!
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hPrev1ous research (Mez1row, Darkenwa1d and. Knox, ]975) suggests that ABE

- *Percentages do not ad

eyvent, when a third of "the students express outright dissatisfaction with

the program or indicate that they have difficulties w1th 1earn1ng, program h
'personne1 shou]d be concerned. '

| : . :Tabié 5;5 . o —

! Broblems Identified As Most Serious Or Difficult, In Percentége?‘rr

" students are extremely uncritical of their teachers and almost invariably - -
- blame themselves for their academic srortcom1ngs and failures: In any -

' poor study sk111s, 1ack of se]f-d1sc1p11ne)

Gther o Lo R [P

_(N=223)

Problem IR ~ Percent |
Work-Related ‘Scheduling Problems . .  ~  18.0
ehiiacéré~ééspaﬁsisiiitiés7ﬁ565iéms | 9.9

" _Family Problems (esgs, mar1£a1, 111ness,~ o
' 1ack of support/encouragement) o : 16.1" -
\‘v//- o "
TranSportat1on . - , 7.2 '
Health (e gss drugs, drink1ng, phy51ca1 and | o
' menta] 111ness) ) 7 . 5.8
B1§§§§1§13C§199,@1th Program (e g: teachers, _ j
- methods’, curr1cu1um) C15.2 s
B1ff1cu1t1es with tearn1ng (e gs, poor progress, 7.5 -

[

s

Attendance rates End attr1t1on (dropout) can be cons1dered outcomes of

s well as mediating factors that 1nf1uence “other

participation in ABE,

. outcomes, especially "Benef1ts" such as extent of learning and p @rsonal goai

attainment. This section focuses on rates of attendance and dropout; -and

reasons for dropout or "discontinuance:" R =TT
, i _

‘Emphasis is given to the distinction seldom made 1n.dropout research

persons who drop out because they achieve the1r obJect1ves for enro111ng.

- between "positive" and "negative" discontinuers. 'The former group comprises
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In ‘contrast, ‘the latter group consists of indiviuduals who drop out for
reasons such as personal problems,- lack.of motivation, or dissatisfaction
with the ‘'educational program. -Unless this distinction is made; it is  ~
impossible to compute the negative or true dropout rate, which is of - |
special ‘'significance because of -its widespread use as.an indicator of

~program effectiveness and efficiency.

Attendance Statistics . - . -

Before discussing discontinuance, it might be noted that class attendance

dropped sharply from October to March (the months for which data were
.obtained). Average hourly class attendance by month was 32:2 in October,
25.8 in November, 13.0 in December (when most programs curtailed classes),
13.7 in January, 12.5 in February; and 15.2.in March.: Of course; monthly
attendance figures, as time passes, tend to be depressed. by the.usual-

' practice of including everyone officially enrolied, even discontinuers; in
.. the calculations.’ ' K . T .
' o A .
In April, resppndents were asked, "Are you still attending the adult——

- education class of*have you stopped attending?" One hundred fifteen; or
39.1%, indicated they were still attending, compared with 179 or 60.1% who
'said they had/stopped attending. -Of those who has ceased attendance, 45:2%

said "yes" anfl 41.6% "no" when asked "Do you plan to start class again later.
this spring '7

yr next fall?" -The remairing 13.3% stated they were "&@éébtaiﬁa"

class. is ifAflated, especially when one considers that only j?.S% of the

sample were "carryovers" from previous years. - :

"It is Mighly probable that the figure for those who planned to return to -

Readons %or Discontinuance o
1 s R . o . . .
A g?oss,anﬁual,drbpéut rate of 60% may seem incredibly high; but it is

"quité consistent with evidence from numerous other sources; including
nationwide surveys (Development Associates, 1980; Kent, 1973). As noted

above; however, gross dropout statistics can be ‘extremely misleading, for

they fail to distinguish “positive™ from "negative" discontinuerss In the
present study, this distinction was accomplished by asking all respondents. -
who had stopped attending why they did so. Their answers were then inductively

coded and interpreted as indicative of either positive or negative:
discontinuance. Table 5-6 reports the results. ' LT '

Inspection of Table 5-6 reveals that nearly half of the discontinuers -

Certeel

were not dropouts in the conventional, negative sense of the term: -In fact, |

nearly one=fourth earned their high school diplomas.

e

+
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Tab]e 5= é'

" 'has terminated.-

v

Reason Percent

‘Work Schedule Conflicts ) 11:9 5
Child Care Problems - 6.3 :
Family Difficulties o as

Health Problems - - 5.1
| D1ssat1sfact1on w1th Programv:_?; 8.0

Earned'Diploma o 24.4

Entered Job Tra1ning Proéram 11.9 ; ]
\Program Ended. or Course Comp]eted '16:3 L

Other ERE A

z
¥

-

) One wou]d th1nk that off1c1a
that all positive terminations wo
there is no systematic way of ide
terminations. To :illustrate, fewe

.. -exanination provide the GED testi

f'so that exam performance can be r
when such information is communic

" 'simply stop attending class witho
-thé reason why. In short, feii pr
'student fo]]ow—up system that wou

B

: Supplementary F1nd1ngs

phenomenon of negat1ve dropout?
and multiple regression- analysis,
~were. identified. One, not surpri
(B ¥ 2,29, P = ,0007). ‘As the ne
~ coefficient ‘indicates, negative d
< class attendance ‘than were pos1t1

:
. (

Likewise ~stidents who

" AL ¢
D
RN R

oy Voo
1'records wou]d reflect such facts and
uld be so identifieds '
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dictor; again not surprisingly, was the PROBDEX Scale described in Chapter
= ,36, P = .0001). Those participants who experienced more praoblems

.; lack of progress; nat enough help in class, lack of support frgm‘_f'amﬂ"y"j

r friends) were more likely than others to be negative dropouts. Taken

ogether, these variables accounted for 25% of the variance associated with
dropout. - ' : : L

. Employment-Related Outcores

L.

As can be seen by inspectiai of items 10 through 13 of the “"Adult Education

Foliow-Up Survey" (Appendix A); the questions dealing with employment-related
outcomes_were both numerous and.complex. Rather than present the data in a .
series of discrete tables, it was decided to summarize the principal findings

in outline form in the section below:

lating to Employment

" Summary of_Prin

‘

i. Atsthe time they enrolled in an adult education program, 37.5% of '

respondents were employed. At the time the survey was administered,
50.0% of respondents were emp]oyeda Thus, théré”Wés-é net gain in )

- employment of 12.5% .. _ : .
.- . ,,;;,,-A,, ‘,7 L e : I ,‘ . &
"2. Twenty-three percent of the respondents were unemployed and not_ -

seeking employment, and thus were not in the labor force. ~For those

- who were in the labor force; the net gain in employment was 16.4%.

3. Of respondents employed at the time they entered the adult education

program, 18.2% changed jobs-by the time the survey was administered. .
Of these, 61.1% reported that they had found a better job, 38.9% a job

‘that was "about the same," and N% a worse job. '
4. Of respondents employed at the time. of the survey, 64.8% felt that

their job performance had improved during the previous Six months.

5. Of respondents employed at the time
a raise during the previous six months: - - . "

employed at the time of the survey, 41.8% had obtained

" 6. Ofﬂréspohdedﬁéféﬁﬁiéyé& at the time of the survey, 14.2% had been

promoted during the previous six months.

7. Of respondents employed at the time of the survey, 56,7% felt that
- their job security had improved during the previous six months.

8. Of respondents unemployed and seeking employment. at the time of the,

survey, 78.8% believed that their participation in adult education .
would help them find a job: B T T P

T S S R
- "In geéneral, employment-related gains or benefits éppéérwto,hage been

modest,_but_by no_means insianificant. The extent to which they can be ~

attributed to participation in adult education; however, is problematical. -

T It was discovered early in the interview bﬁdééss_thét'héérly]all the -~
¢ e : 7( ! . , PR, W
- . . ' - a.,,_.fr;.,.. - -

- . ’9 ‘: T
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respondents 1nterpreted the "attr1but1on" quest1on ("B1d the adﬁlt educat1on'

.program help:::?") extremely literally: _"Help" was 1nte:preted to mein -

direct assistance in obtaining a job or better job: Inﬁ1rect forms of he'lp

such as enhanced skills, qua11f1cat1ons, motivation or se]f—conf1dence

s simply d1d not come to mind when this question was asked. Gonsequently, the

responses ;0 these 1tems were d1scarded as 1nva11d. 7

- On 1og1ca1 grounds, however, it Wou1d seem. that certain positive ggtgomes
could riot be expected in the absence of 'some form of relevant iutervention:
" This would seem particuarly true of the findings that nearly two-thirds of

those employed at the time of fol]ow-up felt the1n730b perfgrmance had 1mproved
and more than ha1f be11eved they were more sec\ge in their jobs. .

Acqﬁisitibn and Application of Basic Skiiis

| For the majority of participants, the outcomes reported in this section .-
cehst1tute the "bottom line." The reason, of course, is ‘that adult basic

education's pr1nc1pa¥ purpose is to upgrade the basic skills of fﬁnct1onally
1]11terate adults. Enhancement of basic skills is:not, however, an end in

..~ itself. Rather, the three R's are intended to be applied to meeting the
literacy-related demands of everyday life. They also enharice access to educat1ona1
and economic opportunity - particularly in the form of e11g1b111ty for job

tra1n1ng programs and other forms of further. educat1on._ T o

It 1s 1mportant to note regard1ng outcomes that & substant1a1 m1nor1ty

from_ grade 9 to. grade 12 Presumab]y, most "1eve1 fours" are prepar1ng to take )

the GED test and. requ1re re]attqely little basic skills remediation. Fur them;

the ."bottem line" is passing the test, hot acquiring and applying literacy skills.

Their ‘responses to the acquisition and app11cat1on questions, consequently, -

might be expected to depress the proportion reporting positive outcomes. SRR

Statistical analyses revaaled that such was the case -- to a modest extent ==

for the application questions, but not for tha questlons on acqu1s1t1on of

know]edge and skills.” - _ L T L . -

/ b

Respondents were asked a series of four para]]e] quest1ons régarding

acqu1s1t1on‘and application of knowledge. a1#/5k1115 related to.{1) reading, .

{2) writing; {3) math; and (4) "other things" learnad. The resu]ts are reported
separate]y be]ow for each of’ these four categor1es. o . o

[

| _ead1n S T e .

In response- to the questlbh, "Has the adult educakion ciass'heiped you
. become a better reader?"; 82.8% answered "yes" and 17.2%<go." .Respondents

were—then—asked;—"Since- enro111nc in-the- c1ass,-—uhave—you—‘usedfyour——read1nn
skills outside of the classroom to do sofething you couldn't do before, or ‘to

do it better?" Nearly two-thirds (65.1%) responded aff1rmat1ve1y.- They were

then asked; "What are-some of.things you have done or can.now do with your:
reading skills?";, followed 1mmed1ate1y by a standard "probe": ?readJrécipes,

want ads,; the ma11, magazines; things 1ike that?" One hundred fifty-eight™

respondents reﬁarted a tota] of 345 ways in which- they app11ed their, 1mproved'
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' read1ng skills._ Their answars were 1nduct1ve1y roded 1nto the seven catergories

- shown in Table 5-7. 'The percentages represent tie. frequencies in each category
d1v1ded by the tota] for all categor1es, that is; 345;-

Tab]e 5 7

Application - . Freguency ~ © ' Percent¥
) Read Newspapers : F B 77 T f _ . .22
. Read Magazines o e I 20
Read Books R 4 | 2
Advertisements ’ S o N ;
(employment and consumer) T 1
dob Reading | | 22 6 .
- Recipes T 9 2
Mail . . 15 4
other . - BT 8.
 Totals 345 o8

*percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding

It is clear from Table 5-7 that a maJorltyfof respondents applied their.

‘improved reading skills to the traditional print media -- sources of hotn

information as well as entertainment. The number applying their enhanced -

" skills to job-related reading. taskg. is more substantial than the table suggests
when one considers that more than half the sample were unemployed. .The

figures .for advertisements; mail, and recipes are especially indicative of

application of skills to rad1mentary tdSkS of a "func+1ona]," everyday.
———-pature....

‘Because wr1t1n s given less_emphasis. than read1nq or math in most bas1c

' ih&icéted that the class_ helped them to write better. S1m11ar1y, use of

writing §k111§ outside the E]assroom was: reported by a re]at1ve1y modest 49;1%
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of those interviewed: This group was then asked, "What are some things you
- have done or can do now with your, improved writing skills?"; followed ?

immediately with the pegbe: "fill out foims; write letters or.notes, things . - -
like that." One hundred twenty-four respondents reported a total of 186
ways in whicn they had applied their improved writing ski?lls: "Their inductively;

coded responses, with ‘frequency and percentage distributions, are .reported in

Table 5-=8. B .
: ‘/" : . R
‘Application 0?:Writing SkiiiE,GUEéﬁaéIEﬁé_ETéééFébﬁ L *
— . _ ’ — ‘ . °
Rpplication - : Fgequency Percent* i

Letters and Notes | I 88 W

. “Forms (e.g.; applications; checks, bank forms) 54 2

Job Wﬁftﬁﬁg;(é.g.; notes; memos, resues) - 24 B 13 -

Creative hr?tiﬁg (e.g., poems; stories) .8 4 _ :

—r

Other - » B 12 6

Totals T 99

;béfcéntages do not add to 100 due to. rounding
. Not surprising, writing letters and notes were the most frequently
mentioned ways in which respondents applied their improved writing skills.

dob writing, like job reading, again.emerged as-a significant category,
.especially in view of the fact that roughly half the study sample was unemployed:
Completing forms of various kinds was mentjoned by & substartial number of

those interviewed. Finally, a few blithe spirits reported that-they had
- begun writing poems and stories. : “
Mathematics

Eighty-five percent of the respondents indicated that participation in

, adult education had helped them to improve their math skilis. In regard to -
the application of skills outside the’classroom question, 58.3% responded in _ .-
the affirmative: This group was then asked to descrjibe some of the things they
had done with their improved math skilis.- One hundred forty respondents |
reported a total of 229 ways in which they had applied these skills. Their .
‘responses are shown in Table 5-9. P T
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| -
Tab1e 5-9 .. a -
App11cat1on of Math Skills Outs1de the C1assroom | '
— Tl
Application | . Frequancy Percent
Consiimer .Math (e.g., price comparisons, - . o S
discounts, sales tax) - 78 132
Job Math (e.g., measurements, cashiering, , o
- inventory) ' a5 - 20
Checkbook énd'Bénk Transactions 43 .19
Personal Money Management (e.ge, budgets, N .
v tax forms, records) O , . 37 .16
_ . ‘ -
e - - ’ . _~ |
help Children w1th Scndo1work_ : 16 A
Other o S : 14 .6 "
‘ Totals - 229 100

¢

. The f1nd1ngs in Table 5=9 revea] a variety of agg11cat1ons of math .
skills to the demands. of gveryday live. Again, it should be roted that the
frequencies in the job-related category_are less than they wgqlgfperjfithe =
majority ‘of the sample were employed. -The category "help children with

. schoolwork" is similarly affected by the fact that more than ralf of the

" respondents had no children 11ving : at home. | -

.Other Learning - o ' i
Theflgstfqge§t1on posed in this section 1rqu1red about other learndng
"Aside .rgmfreadlng, writing, and math, were there any other things you
~learned in the adult educatian. class’", The 51.9% who resnonded affirmatively

were then ééked "What other thiigs?" .Their responses are shown in Tab]e 5 16;.
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Table 5-10

Other Learning Acquired in Addition to-3R'S

" Other Learning , - Frequency Percent

. 77‘77 o ' = : . A o . "
“Social Studies ' : 47 - 26

Interpersonal Skills (e.g., relating to

others, communicating better) . 3% . 20
Science | | | 18 19

Learning to Learn (esg:; self-diractedness, ~ . >
_ study skills, self-disc” 'ine) ‘ 13 7 '

Seif-Development (e:g:; confiderice, esteef, . N ; A
se]f—qis;oveny) A , 12 : 7

Home Economics (e:g:; nutrition, childcare) 10 5
Job-Seeking Skills ) 8 4
Other . 5 : - -_ . 38 21 s

Totals - . 18 100

Some of the findings in Table 5-10 are predictable and easy to explain.

Social studies @nd science; for example, are routinely included in the,
curriculum for "upper level" students preparing for the GFD test. In additian.
social studies (specifically American_history) is required by “state law to

sarn an adult high school diploma. _Similarly, home economics and ‘job-seeking
skills are frequently -included in "1jfe-skills" components of the standard
curriculum. In contrast; seif-development; interpérsonal skills; and. learning
_how to learn are seldom part of the formal curriculum. Instead; they are
‘indirect outcomes of the learning process — outcomes which for Sanie participants

may be equally or more important than those explicitly included in the
curriculum. . . T ' : S

[l _ R .L‘ oo \.\.\
.Supplementary Findings ~  _ =

Explovatory correlational and multiple regression analyses were employed

to identify predictors of both the'acquisitica and applicatior of basic
skills. As expected, acquisition and application (3as icasured by summing the
"yes" answers frr . the relevant questions) were themselves substantially -
‘correlated (r = .64, p =.;0001). Thus, it was not surgrising that both of
these measures were associated to a modest, but statistically significant

extent; with the same predictor variables. -

N
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These 1rc1uded total 1nstruct1ona] hoursl percent1on of the class as d1ffer1ng
from expectations in a positive Way, and erten > which the class facilitated

~tta1nment of 1nd1v1dua1 goa]s fcr enro111ng. iiuWever; -when these var1ab]es

acquisition; B = .22, P s, 03 for app]1cat1on)

Atta1nment of Persona] Goa]s

- As can be seen~from Table 5= 2 bas1c sk111s students enro]1 fo~ 4 variety

of réasons, not all of which d1rectlz correspond to the goals of tae
instructional program. ~Tnosé that do not can be viewed as ultimate or terminal

_reasons for participation that are facilitated by the acquisition of reading,
- writing, and computation- sk111s- S

«

_ Whether d]rect]y or 1nd1rect1y related to the instructionai _rogram,

individual 'goals are obviously of the utmost importance. In order to ascertain

the extent of individual goal attainment, two questions, one "subJectuve"

and the other "objective;" were posed to all respondents.

The subJect1ve(quest1on was put as follows: "Thinking bacr to yogrfi;

reasons or goals for enrolling in the adult education <lass, has ti:e class

helped you to reach ther *otally; a4 lot, some; a little, {(or) not at all?"

Of the 294 respondents, 4% answered "totally," 48.6% “a 1ot " 25.7% "some,"

9.6% "a little,".and 2. 'not at all." Clearly, a substantial majority felt
that ‘their learning ex .erras contr1buted s1gn1r1cant1y to he1p1ng them -
atta1n,the1r .goal (s). RS _ i :

oo

Because obtaining a GFB or aru]t high school c:ploma was by far the most

frequently stated goal for enrﬂ111ng in adult’ education (stated as most

important goal by 43.6% of che sampie), the "objective! question asked, "Dia

the class help you pass thz BED exam or earn an aduit high school dip]oma?"’

Twenty -one percent respondeciaf”irmatively,; 67% negativeiy: and 12% said

they already had a high -school :diploma. . Exclua1.g the latter 12% on the

grounds that prior-possession of a diploma is irrelevant to the i3sue of

" program outcomes, the adJusted figures indicate that 23.8% obtained a diploma

and 76:2% did not. Thus, over a period -of approximately seven months, nearly
a fourth of the sample succeeded in obtaining a high-school c¢redential. It

- sheul«d be noted, morcover, that this figure Gndéres*imates the annual

rrope-tion of basic #%ills studenis who earn a secondary level credantial.

The interviews were conducted ip April, and thus the data do not include thoss

students who passed the GEL test later :in the spr1ng or whe passed, but had

not yet received confirmation f:om the testing.service. In addition, not

all adult iiigh schovi%tuaents knew in April if they had cucces:ful]y completed

all requ1rements for a June d*ploma.

o mﬂemueaﬁgna}n_a,:rraining

& major funct1on of adult basd ¢ skills pregrams is to prepare participants

for further education or training. Respondents were 2sked, "Do you p]an te
“enroll in any kind of train1ng ¢~ education program in the near future -- say
within-6 monihs or a year?" More than three - “ifths {62.9%) responded .

S IR 85 .
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'aff1rmat1ve1y, 18 1% said "'no," and the remaining 19% stated they were |
“uncertain.® Those who. answered aff1rmat1ve1y Were askgd "What do you p]an
to study?” - The1r responses are g1ven in Table 5- 11. S P

CE . e -
¢ . _ . . [

”’”Tébie_s-ii‘

‘s

Further Education: Subjects Respondents Plan to Study.
A ‘ | _ . 2.

C . ) - . . . -

(N = 151)
;N .
I o e ,
SUbjéCt . o 7 oeSnl o Pergent
Comput1ng (e g.; key punch1ng, data pntry, o e
programm1n9) _ ‘ ‘ 19.9 .
. Jec.atar]al Studies (e:gss c]erk typist , o S
med1ca1 or legal secr-tary) : , v ) - 17.9 A v
Allied Health (esg:; LPN RN, dentan ass1stant, | o )
1ab techn1c1an) ‘ 17.2 ¢

N

: 8us1ness \e-g., bookkeeping; account1ng) = . S 7.3
Other - - 238
Uncertain } ; | o . 135

Table 5- -11_indicates fﬁé*‘»hnfgggat mg;oglgxip]gpftoi§*ggyﬁsg§7p[olgss1c":.;

vocativaal subjects. ~Ohly a handfull of those inter7iewed planned to pirsue -

-

an arts. or science discipliie; . or to prepare for 1 career. in law, teaching,

social wor¥, or any other field' requiring a bacheior's or postgraduate degree:

“‘Those whos#: answers fell in the "other" category almcst invariably mentioned

a vocatiunal or technical subject; for example, slettronics; auto mechanics, - ‘; :

' hairdressing, carpentry, plumbing,” ‘and the like.. For most, ithese modes* Sut

: worthy career aspirations reflect a healthy realism. However, as previott

researchers have suygested (Mezirow, Darkenwald, and Knox, 1975}, some, it oy a:+

smali m1nor1ty, ar¢ probab]y se111ng themse]ves short: s o

Respondents pl3 1n1ng to cont1nue the1r educat1on were a<ked not on]y what
thev planned to study, but where. Not surprisingly, nearly a third (28.7%)
Aere. uncerta.n, ofuen ment1on1ng two or three poss1b111t1es. Of thgge who - LT
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Tab]e 5-12 7 _
e hale T
Further Edutation: Where Respondents Plan to Stuqy
. . i;;i‘, ¥ :
L S ' (N =151) -
Type'of Institution - . . - .- . Pecent
eTW6-yeéb,Co@munity College_ .~ L o 2T
.7"7777 ”t;’”}. ) ] .7 s S i ‘ . . o
Public Vocational-Technical Schoo! ‘ 18.7
Four year College - \ ‘ S o Ji:é
Proprietary Trade or VoéatiOhal School'y : ' f‘.é;?
Other D S 12.0 :
Unrerta1n | 28.7
1 : N
D;pendenfe\bn Pub11c Ass1s*aﬁ6é hd

If adult Lasic sk111s proarams he]p peevle te get jobs, better jobs;

or promotions, then it follyas that particip. nts, over time; should
bi-ome 1ess depenrant on. pub?ic assistance. 7n test this proposition,
responcents were asked ‘the following questicn; which was consciously phrased

'.to’"de-sfigmat17e"—rece1pt of pub]1c support: | "Many people these days are

rece1v1ng tiibiic -@assistance, such as ADC or food stamps. Mave you received

such_assistance at any time during the: past year?" ‘More than one=-fourth

(26.6%) replicd -that they had received some form of public assistance. They .

were then asked, "Since October, has the amount of assistance decreased,

remained abcut the same;.or been totally elimirated?" Roughly two-thirds

(67 1%) reported that .ie amount had remained about the sanie; 18:4% that it

had decreased, and 14.5% that assistance had been eliminateds Finally,

respondents who indicated a.decrease or elimination of public support were

asked why: "“4as the reduction... due to zour gekting a job, you: making *
more money, or tc something else?" Close to half (43, .5%) sta*ed that the
reason was gettlnq a job; 8.7% making rare. meney, and 47.8% "s:mething else."

It seems probab]e that the "so= “hi:'; else” answer, in large pari, reflectec

cut= -backs in berafits and a tightecing of e11"!b111ty requiremcnts at the

,,,,,,,,,,,,, b <

time the research was cordicted. In any event; it is sianificant vhat

more than half of the raduct‘on in public assistance can be attributed to

" r-espondents’ ga1n1ng =mo]eynent ‘r increasing their 1ncome..

L
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Personal and Family Effects

~ This "=ction focuses on indirect outcomes of participation in adult
_eduzation related tio changes ‘in, feelings about onecelf and effects on
parent-child interaction and child adjustment in the domain of childrens'
schooling. " ' : T .

Affective .Outcomes: - - ‘ -

. . : . _ o o .(, '
" Respondents were asked; "In general, do you feel better about ycurself,

1he same, or worse as a result of attending the adult education program"?
A strikingly high 92.1% repliad "better"; 7:2% said "the same." Virtually
no one (0.7%) indicated feeling worse. The 92.1% who responded that tHey
felt better were asked to specify "Why or in what way do you feel better

coded responses are shown in Table §-13.

about yourself?" Their inductively

Reasons Given for Feeling Better About Self as a Result of Attending

-. . . Program, in Percentage

(N=256)

‘Reason .. - ' _ 3 Percent

i' . -  C—— -~

‘Personal Accomplichment (e.g., met challenge, o B
made progress, achieved personal goal) 38.3

Academic Achievement (improved reading, math, _ : 7
writing skillsd . . e me | 24.4
Enhanced Self-confiderce/Esteem =~ | S 4

freater Economic OQ%Ortunity : _ S 8.3

Grea:  Educational Opportunity - | T

~Other . ' B T S P

1t s perhaps surprising, and certainly noteworthy, that academic
- ar“ievement; the outcome most . !rectly related to the instructional program,
'Was cited by only a_fourth of the student% as the ceas.» why they felt - .

better about themselves. _In contrast, more than two-tifths cited indirect,/

affective reason: -- namely, enhanced self-confidence or -s2, f-esteem and
" the psychic rewards of personal accomplishment. 1In view of the generally
“over levels of s21f-ncteep; self-confidence, and tangible accomplishments
. eng this popuiation, these affective outcoms. texe or special significance,
Morsaver,; they are-not cnly vaiuable as ends in t .emselves, but as wieans or
necesary conditions -fer:continuing persor®1 grovih and accomplisiment, both
"“academically and in the world outside the cidssrgom. Finally, the responses

88 .
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tojthis question can be viewed as expressions of underlying psychological
arv*,dqcatiqnaT needs seldom overtly articulaterd byxundereducated;gdujts;

Ef ’EiéﬁRéISEéagfg Children in School .

Raspordents were asked 1f they had schosl=aged children or teenagers

living with them at home. Those who did (45.3%) were then asked, "Has
your participation in the adult education class resulted in any of the

following changes?" A series of questions wére then posed in a yes/no ‘ ,/

format. The results are depicted in Table 5-14. , -
| Table 5514
Responses to Questions ‘about Children and School, in Percentage.
| (N =129) .

1

Question T o Response
S ’ ‘ - Yes No -

Do you help the children with their schoolwork mors - __ .
than you used to? S ' ‘ 75.4 24,6
Do you talk to them more than you used to about o

Have they developed a - ““er attitude toward T
schoo®? o -

 Are thay now .<:ting better g. «'3s? - - a3 25,2

Have yo'i become fiare involved with the school, for
examplie by attending meetings or other activities;
or talking with teachers? o :

49.6  50.4

” . o
- ~ - o O S TP e S P
The potentially enormous import of ‘the findings rezerted in Table 5-14.

————— et o e s

v
RN

is self-evident. In fact, they are so striking that cne‘s immediate reaction

Imay well be to doubt their credibility: Certainly the questions posed, .
especially the first two and the last; are of the type likely to elicit social

response bias. On the other hand, a high proportion of "yes" answers might .

‘be .expected from 4 sample of parents who not oily chose to return to “schaol”
‘themselves blt #hc are actively involved in learning: Wirtually all parents
voice sunport for pious santiments regarding the imoortance of educaticn;

however, acting =i the Lusis of such sertiments is_“euonstrable evidence of '

true convicticn. Finally, the pattern of "yes" re- onses seeils to support,
. the credibility of the data in Table 5-14. Of not  2re is that the largs-t

proportion of "yes" responses were elicted by the yu-stion having to do with

talking more to one’s children about school. Mot only does this beravior

require 1itilz effort cn the pay of the pareni, but it is difricult to see .
how it ~odld-be avoided if only because children, seeing their parents "going .

to school," wouid be Tikel¥ to inftiate suchhdiscussion: In ‘contrast; the |

G
..... st
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question on becoming more involved with the school: attending meetings and

50 on, elicited by far the smallest proportion of "ves" answers: ‘Obviously,
the behavior in question not only requires parental initiative and effort,
but in many cases would evoke psychological resistance or even fear due to
negative past school experience and lack of self-confidence in dealing with
"exgerts" or authority figures. "Finally, in regard to .the first question,

children helped each other with their schoo? work.

Single Most Important Benefit of Participation

a significant number of parents told the interviewers that they and their

The final question posed to respondents was worded as follows: "Taking:

‘everything into account, What is'th& one most important benefit you gained. .
- from participating in the adult education class?" Their inductively coded
responses are shown in Table=15.¢ ) ‘ ' ‘

Tahle 5-15 S f

o SRR S-S S L
Single Most Important Benefit Gained from Participstion in Aduit
‘ Education, in Percentaga ?

(N = 279)

- - — e —— ‘ —=
Benefit ' o

“Academic Improved (e:g:; reading; writing, ms S
grammar, study skills} , i 39.4

Enhanced Self-confidence/Est .n | 32:3
GED or Adult High School:Diploma . . ©i0;0

Job-related Benefits (e:gs:, qualified for training, o
obtained ptetter job, improved job skills ‘ ' 9.0 .
shanced Interpersonal Skills & 5.0

Other | | ;A

Perhaps the most striking finding in response to the "one most

“""important benefit" question is the large proportion of réspondentswwﬁérffg;ﬂ; e
- reported indirect, affective outcomes related to enhanced self-confidencex? ' ;."

o self-esteem. The significance and validity of these affective outcomes’ s
are bolsterad by the large proportion of respondents who gave similar : .,
answers to the ques* °n concerning reasons far fe2ling better w.out oneself 7.
as a result of participating in the program {see Table 5-13). [In fact, . e :

although by no means. identical, there is a considerable degree of paralizlism
+n the answers to these two questions. ~ : L %é%

Direct outcomes of instruction, including improvéd academiz skills. ard

sarning & nigh school credential,; constituted tq?“mdgt important bénéfﬁséﬁﬁ
| , LN C I A
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of participation foi approximately halt of the sample. However, while -
nearly a quarter of the respordents "eporc*4 earning 3 GED or adult high
school d1plqmq,.ow1y 10% stateu thaL earning a diploema was the single most

in the face of it, this discrepancy -
appsirs puzzling in'the extrﬁme. But i3 it rea]]y a puLZTe?

Would middle~
class educators.or .reszarchers be surprised if a survey revealed that

earning a degree was not mentioned-by the. Qa;gglgyfaa Fﬁéfgiﬁﬁlé most
important benefit of attending co’ lege°

our perceptions, or m1spercept1ons, of the motives and needs of undere&ﬁééfé&’ -~
adult 1earners.

AS1§013n, 66[917§nd735795e1]7 Henry. Americans in Transition:
: tlfegﬁhaqgesgasgkeasonspjxulﬁij*gteaﬁalng, New'Yo"k
Board,. 1980; '

The Co]]ege |

Deve]ogment Associates, An Assessment iif the State-Administer
of the Adult Artlington, Va.: Author, 1980,

—Education Act.

Kent, W1111am ?. A _long

77777777 ALgng1tudlnalgEvalu4tlgnfofgthegﬂdulthaslcgE&uééiiéﬁf
gfggfig; Falls Chirch, Va.: Syste em Development & “porat1on, 1973<
Aduiigﬁevéiépmentfén&ALéénninQ; Sari Fréhtiééé'
Mezirow, Jack, Darkenwald Gordon,; and Knox, Alarn. Langﬁamglegen .
Educatlon1 Dynamics_ 0+AAdulthaslcgEducatlcnr Wasthgtsn, D: C,. Adult - -
'cat1an Association, 1975, '

Knox, Alan:

Jossey-Bass; 1977




- CHAPTER VI

OQUTCOMES AND .IMPACT FINDINGS: o
CONCLUSIORS AND IMPLICATIONS o : ‘ -

Introduction S ) oo

The focus of this chapter is on the meaning and import of the findings

from the two follow-up surveys. . What are participants and graduates telling.
us- about the nature and value of their experiences in adult education programs?
How do the findings of this study compare with those of other large=-scale _
follow-up surveys? Are the participant perspectives and outcomes congruent

with the stated purposes of the Adult Education Act and state-level program
priorities? What_can we conclude about program “"impact" on individuals and

society? These-are .the principal questions addressed in the present chapter.

" What_Are Participants Telling Us?

'As noted in previous chapters, a distinctive feature ofthe telephone -

survey was its_extensive use of open-ended questions in_order to give ,
respondents full opportunity to "have their own say." They told us-a great.
deal, including many things that surprised us: This section emphasizes the

important general messages, not the statistical/specifics.

Reasons for Participation ‘ /

T o - O o , .
___ Very few participﬁntSjvo1untgergdf@glyz@gefféaﬁéﬁrféf participating in
ABE. Most mentioned several goals or possible benefits, which indicates that

-

they perceived the program as educational in the general sense of the word;

‘not_simply_as a means to some pragmatic end such as a better job or GED

diploma.  To illustrate, when forced to give their single "most important |
reason" for enrslling,. parcicipantz' responses split evenly betwean obtaining

4 job or better job and improving their academic skills. For many, of ..
course, obtaining a diploma or "finishing school" was.a paramount ;objectives . -

The geieral message seems to be that ‘individvais enroll in ABE for a vaﬁ%ékﬁgﬁgifr,
of reasons, some narrowly u%ilizarian zad some not. It is-hard to see any » —~& =
fundamental differences beiveen the motivitions of this popilation and those . <

of more advantaged adults whio return to colleges : T

LAl

Employment -Related Outcomes

o e ) Lt ‘“",
 Those respondents who were unemployed and seeking employment appeared.
to have banefitted from their participation in ABE; The data need tc be.

interpreted cauticiusly, however, since gains in this area cannot be confidently

attributed sclely to the_pingram. The net 4:in in employment for fhe telephone

survey sample; three-fourths of whom nad-rot earned a diploma in the seven-month

interval between enrollment ..id follow-up, was 16%. In contrast, the unot. '
- gzin for GED and~az:ilt ‘high school graduates 12 tu 18 months after earning

thair dipiomas was 34%. Although the time differential and the persistence/ .
ability f sher gaiv ;
the «ifi=rence 15 50 Targe that we ars led to conciude that the “credential
effect" is a res. one. _The magnituda of the effact, nowcver, cannot be
daterrined figﬁ,thé avail.ule data. :

Otnar work-related citcomes. such o prometions, impruved carw »ws o

actor almost certainly contributed to -the. graduates’ gresier g2irs; iy

enlienced job parformanie ex:ibited similar gains, witi graductes v ety

senefiting mere.than non-gradustes. Perhars the most Coavs oIty evtdin ol a
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program impact is the fact.that roughly two-thirds of the telephone sample
'éﬁd three:fdurths of the graduates rébbrtéd improvement in their job performance.
Fbr ‘the “former group. e pecially; it is d1ff1cu]t to see how this effect could

- Overall; thérji the message seems to be that pa-~tic- u1fi6h in ABE pays
fo, a]beit Sbmetlmés mbdeStly, 1ﬁ Lhé ddmé1h éf éwﬁiu Jont and work. In

affect\(and be affected b 1t1ve indirect effects aUCh as enhanced
seif-confidence and se]r-~—n By .

Academic Outcomes

- Not. surpr1s1ng]v, the greaf maJcr1ty of part1c1pants reported that ABE
he1bed ‘them to improve their reading; writing; aud mat" skills. Perhaps

mora: importa:ii for many was the fa:t that they applied their newly gained -
5kiils to the demands and tasks of everyday life: This was part1cuar1y true

for reading; which probab]y refiects both the emphasis on read1ng in the ~

curriculum and the ubiquity of reading tasks and opportun1t1es in the world

oﬂts1de the classroom.. Particularly significant, in puri view, is the“nature‘\

. of "other things learned" volunteered by half of the sample. In addition to '

the' expected (science, social studies), ‘'more than a tFird indicated they had

learned to commuricate with or relate better to others, that they had learned.

how to learn (ennanced their study skills, se]f—d1sc1p11ne, self- directedness),.

or they had grown as persons through self-discovery or‘gaining confidence or

seif-esteem. It is particularly noteworthy that thesegiother learnings" were

- volunteered by the resoondents; not checked off. 1n response, to predezermined

‘categories. ﬁn conc]uswn9 the respondents told us that they were acquiring

and. app]j1ngiﬁhe three K's and that many of them were developing in other ”

,1mportant ways not d1rect1y re]afed to the forna1 curr1cu]um.

As noted above; learning in ABE 1s not conf1ned to the core 5c°dem1c

subjects in.the formal curriculum. Although titled "affective outcomes,"

this section alsc deals with. learn1ng. BrOddly defined, leariiing. means

change in behavior; iﬁélud1ng not only observable. ;;1115 and knutiledge
1

T=corcept. 'Lr'n1nq in

acquisitinn but -change in dtt1tudes, va]ues, and ¢

‘this br:-ader sense was truly impr-ssive among ABE pariicipants, both in **s

scopa & d sianificance. More than nine out of ten respondents rercr:ed that

they re' bet*er about themselves -as a direct re5L1t of: pa“t1c1out1ng in

~ABE. ' Wher asked why, about two-fifths cited: a sense ofe personzi accompiish«

ment and a fourth said fhey had ga1nea greater. self-confidence or self-asteem.

Another fourth said that i.aprovement in their academic skiils was the principal
factor in thei: feeling better about themselves. As noted in:Chapter 5, in

view of the generally low levels of seif -iteem and self- conf1dence amang.

this ponn] ation, these affective outcomes .re of major significance.  Not

‘only are they 1mpnrtant as ends’in them-a2lves, but they are r°qu1s1tes for
continuing cersonul growth and accomp]1snment both in lhe classroum and the . -
world outside- .- :
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Principal Benefit Gained from Participation

The va]1drt1_and_51gn1f1cance of the findings on affect1ve outcomes

"are strongly supported by participants' parceptions of the "one most

important benefit" they ga1ned from participation. Ax noted in Chapter 5,

the most striking-finding was the large number who repoited i;ﬁirect,,afﬁect1ve o

-outcomes re]ated te se]F-conf1dence or se]f-esteem. Almost as many students

_ What are the respondents te111ng us? Bas1ca11y, it Seems, two things.
First that a great wany lack self—conf1dence ‘and/or self-esteem and, that for
varying reasons, participation in ASC has helped enhance their self-~confidence
and self-esteem. Jtcond they are voicing their belief in the importance to
them of improving ! he1r bas1c academic ski11% and affirming that indeed they

have improved thei: basic skills proficiencies.

Other Outcomes

As prev1ous.y stated basic skills students enroll for a variety of

reasons, not all of wh1c“ directly correspond to the official goals of the

instructional program: Those reasons that do. not can be considered ultimate

ends for participation that are facilitated by the acquisition of reading;,

writing, anc computat1on skills,

' Personal Goal Attainment. Whether directly or ihdiréttiy related to _

'1nstruct1ona1 objectives, individual goals for participation are cleariy of

paramount importance. . In this regard the message from. part1c1pants i4

resoundingly positive. Roughly one in seven repartad_that their goal (f) for

enrolling had been "totaily" reached, with another half responding thac ABE

had helped "a. lot." Oriy aboﬁt one in eight 1nd1caued minimal progress

toward the1r goal{s).

-

The most freguently stated persona] goal was - to obta1n a utD or &dult .

nigh school diploma. After only seven mvnths in the progras; nearly a fourth

~f the participants had ohcained tr1> objart1ve. Thus the "hcrd evidanze"

lends support to the rrud1b111ty of the nxgh1y enceurag1ng ceif=repovc data on

personal goul uftavnnent.

rdrthe. Educat’on and Training: An important official cnal of ABS is €5
prepere participants for further education and training; nartic"1a:1y training

for specific jobs. Interestingly, orly about a fourth of the te]epront survey .

reaspondents said tha'. further educat?on or training, or gett"ng g job or
better job, was their principal reasor for enrolling. Hawever, more than -

three-fifths indicated, in response to a subséquent question, that they p’awnod

to enroll in postsecondary education or trzining programs thhln a year.

Most, as expected, planned to studv..sub-professional vocational subjects _at
community colleges or publicly suppcrced vocational -techn‘cal schools. - The

follow=tup survey of GED ang .adult high schoel: graduates fund that three-

fifths of the =amp1e actually did continue their educatio:; thus lenrding

creditility to the “slan to" data, at least for tho 2 who garn a dlp.anu.

‘.
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Children in School. There is ]1tt1e doubt that part1c1pat1on by parents

in ABE has significant indirect effects on (1) the1r interactions with their

children regarding school and (2) their children's attitudes and performance’

in- school. These findings were d1scussed and 1nterpreted in some detail in

Chapter 5: Consequently, all that will be said here is that they underscore

the ‘general pattern of significant outcomes that are in no way directly related
‘either to stated curriculum objectives or to the officially articulated purposes
and priorities of the Adult Education Act. Put simply; many of the most

important positive outcomes of ABE are indirect effects of part1c1pat1on rather
than direct effects of formal instruction.

Camparisons With othér ﬁbiiOW:Up §tudié§

scale impact studies because of .difference: ia sample characteristics; time
frames, response rates, and a number .of othar such factors: In addition;
previous studies_ asked»relat1ve1y few comparab]e questions, as-well as fewer
questions. genarolly, and utilized fixed-arswer rather\than open=-ended formats.

Despite these caveats; some useful comparl,ons are poss1b1e. Significantly,

the relevant findings of past research t...d to be roughly in accord with our

own. For comparison purposes;. d1fferen<f between our findings and those of

past studies _of plus or minus 10 percent ar less can be considered
inconsequential.

Outcomes for ¢ GED Graduates

The anly uomparable fo]low-up study of adults who earned a high school

credantic™ was that recently conducted by €ervero (1983) A national sample.

+f GED grzduates was surveyed 18 months after earning their diplomas (our

job-related outcomes and:

Jime frawme was 12 to 18'months) Cervero focused on
narticipation in further education and training. Tab
rindings with our owns -

 6-1 contrasts Cervero's

o Table 6-1

~£~1par1son of . Presnnf Study S F1nd1ngs with Cerverc's Fol

 Graduates, in Percentage -

Gutcome . Precent Sfudj\ -  Cervero
, — = — — . E—
Obtained dob N 45 | 52 ’
dob ”nomot1on | \\\\l . 29 - © 120 |
*Enrelled in do@,Ir§1n1n5}>, Lo : . L
Program or Technical School 31 . o 24
**Enrolled in College . >\\\, 25 ' 51
*Cerégfq icem: adm1tteu to jobh- ura1n1ng ;,ogram" e

‘**Cervefa item: “adnittnd to educat1onal 1nst1tut1on"

"‘\i 5355,
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As Table * " shows, Cerverc's outcaome findings;were,quite sjmiiarﬂto
- our own. Two of his original items, "keép jobs" and "salary increase,"

were omitted frcm the table because of s1gn1f1cant differances betwgen his
word1ng of the items and ours. . - . }

Employront and Furthér Educétion Findings

. Regard1ng net emp]oyment gains; Kent reported a 12% increase and Boggs a 50%

.increase (including "got a better Job“) We-¥ound a net job gain of 16%._In
addition; 61% of those who chan:ad ::bs reported obtaining a "b?Ft?r”49b°ﬁ,ﬁﬂ,
On the whole, the findinge from the three studies seem to be fairly:consistent:

Concerning plans for furt’.- =zdacation and training, Kent reported a figure

roughly comparable to ou -1 (about two-thirds) and Development Associates

reported a f1gUre of 58%. ror all practical ourposes, these findings are

idertical. :

-

- ‘ ACQg}sltiOn—Of;Bééié;Skllh&Jﬁﬂ@lhﬂ&

The findings on self- -reported imprcvement in besic ski ls proficiencies’

are only crudely comparable because of differences in question ‘wordings “Kent's

figures are probably depressed because he' usedﬁp rating scole with a pos1t1ve
:nchor of “very much" improved. In contrast,gour Sturdy 2 Development
Associates' asked s1mply if ABE had heiped the reSpondent impruve his or her
sk111s. Keep1ng in mand that Kent reported percentagea oased on “*ery much“

pretty much comparab]e '
(1) Improved Reading Skills. Kent, 50%; Davelopment Associates, 75%;
Present study, _83%. S o o
(2) Irproved Writing Skills. Keast, 33%; Davelopment Associates, 66%:-
Present study, 63%. [ ) o

(3) Improved Math Skills. Kent, 46%; Development Asscziates, 59%;
-Present srudy, 58%. : :

o On‘y one of the maaor prxor outcome stud1es 11nu1ned about app11tat1on
of basic sxills prof1c1encies, ,Booesﬁtl979) rpoor*ad ‘that 57% of his

- reésgondents said that they "read more" and -~ - lgtters more often."
The corresponding figures for the present sw: . - 1.3% zad 49% respectively.
.The 20% differential in applicatiocn of writi;. .;;.:1 right b attributed to
. Boggs specifying “letters," wﬁe“eas our respon,e« . -we @ not-ceastrained . by
the wording of the quastion. Th« nine percernt d1f’ ren;ialfor appl.cat1on
- of reading skills is lnc“wsequent1a1. N . : &
- : : Other Findinus : L
24 : L

- ’

,oot60me Kent reported that 26% of h]S sample were_ 1n1t1a11y rece1v1ng
welfare berefits. At the tiwe of follow-up a year iater the figure‘was 202%%

an insignificant decreases. :The proportion-cf our sample initially receiving
pubtic assistance was nearly identitical to Kent's (27%)._ _After sevan . -+

moriths; 1.8% reported a decrease. 1n publiceassistance and 15% said thvy were
T R S

! . A oS T . . -
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receiving no assistance at all. The discrepancy between our findings

and Kent's appears to be significant. However, possible differences in

labor market conditions and eligibility requirements could account for

some or most of the difference.

Goal -Attainment

Development Associates reported that 47% of their respondents had

"successfully reached" their_goals, with 32% “partially reacHing" them.. Our
findings, on the vurface at least, seem less encouragings In response to
the question; "thinking -back to your reasons or goals for enrolling in_the
aduit education class; has the class helped you reach them totally, a lot,
some, a little; or not at &11?" Thirteen percent said “totally," 49% "“a s
lot," 26% “"some," and the remainder "little" or "not at all:" There is
reason to believe, aside from differences in the wording of the question;
that the apparent  discrepancy in goal attainment is questionable. One
factor is the low response rate of the earlier study, which probably
3inti0duced{§”sg]eg§j§é; positive base. The other is tne large differential
in the follow-up time parameters. _It is hardly reasonable to expéect total

or sucgessful goal attainment for large numbers of participants when the

average elapsed time from enrollment to follow-up is only seven months. R

Children and School | =

Both Boggs. apd Kent asked parenté if they helped their children with

schoolwork as a result of participating in ABE. Of Kent's respondents,.55% .
replied affirmatively: The corresponding figure for the Boggs study was 79%, -
and for the present study 75%: Boggs also asked his parent respondents if =
they "attended meetings at school more often." A considerably lower 38%
responded- af firmatively; as was the case with a-comparable question included

- in our own survey (50%). .Clearly; Boggs' findings are consistent with our .
own. Kent's finding regarding help with school work is, inconsistent; although

not grossly so, with ours and Béggs'. Why this is so is. not clear:

Affective Outcomes °
Of the three principal prior studiés, only that conducted by Development -

Associates probed affective outcomes and reported them in. percentage — =

distributions. In response to an open-ended question, 84% of the respondents -
said that they thought better of-themselves as a result of participation

in ABE. In the present study, in response to a similar question; 92% reported
"feeling better” about themselves. :The credibility of these findings is
supported: by another study of program impact in'Maryland (Walker, Ewert; and .

Whaples, 1981). The research focused on_changes in people's lives that could
be attributed to participation in ABE. The results indicated that the major .
change Was in self-concept: 89% of respondents reported “feeling different

about themselves" as a result of participation. _In sum, our finding that the
_overwhelming majority of participants gained self-confidence or self-esteem

"is consistent with the data.reported in prior studiss.
N } '{7 A .
‘Eonclusion

Comparisons of outcome findings of the present research with those of

. past studies reveal a surprisingly high degree of consistencys This consistency
not only supports the_ validity of the findings of the present study; hEE suggests

e
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entire na§1on., It is important, of course,%tc underscore the words "certa1n
outcomes." Owing to differences among studies in outcome measures,
comparisons were limited to a handful of somewhat general findings.

. ﬁoiié& ImpiicatiOhs S ‘k

pdiic1es and program pr1or1t1es., In New Jersey, and most other states, tﬁé
major sources of fund1ng for adult._ basic sk1lls educat1on -are appropr1at1ons

~ The focus of the Act is 'édUtétjdh,fdr,édu]ts whose
inability to speak, read or write the English language
constitutes a substantial impairment of their ab111ty to
get or reta1n emp]oyment commensurate with .their real

ability.' By legal definition,; ABE means education

des1gned to: (1) 'nelp eliminate such inability ...';

(2) ‘raise the level of education of such individuals vee's

{(3) ‘improve their ab111ty to benefit from occupational

trdining and otherwise increase thejr opportun1t1es for.

more productive and prof1tab1e empldyment'; and_(4) 'make
< them better able to meet the1r adult responsibilities.’

(pps 2 - 4) , .
Ag;;hg; above summary of the Adult Education Act makes clear, its official
ggals'gfg narrowly utilitarian: The bottom line is employment and adult

education is seen.not as a r1ght or end in itself, but-as_a means for training

adults to get and keep jobs: ~ Despite tHe Act's_ vocat1ona1 training emphasis,

most states, as well as the U.S: Department of Education, have-.construed its

mandate very broadly, emphas1z1ng the "raise the level of education" clause.

Neverthe]ess, particuarly in recent years, the'political climate has been

such as to encourage more emphasis on vocationalism. This emphas1s is most

clearly evident in federal and state policies calling for closer linkages

between ABE and federally- funded_gob tra1n1ng programs.

A potential aounterwe1ght to the stress on vocationalism is President

il

’ Reagan's new "national literacy initiative." But the emphasis of the 1n1t1at1ve;

seems to be on private sector vo1untary action in the form of one-on-one

tutoring for total or near-total jlliterates. It s likely that programs

funded under:the Adult Education Act-wi)l play a marginal role in whatever

comes of the, "initiative:" 1In any evert, to date the President has failed to
match his rhetorical commitment with’ add1t1ona1 funding for adult basic
“education.

The f1nd1ngs of this study, and of s1m11ar stud1es, reveal a certain

® degree of 1ncongruence between the stated goals of the Adult Education Act

and the goals articulated by program participants. Naturally, any lack of

congruence in goals will result in a correspond1ng 1ack of congruence between

intended and_actua] program outcomes. . 78
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The present study found that fewer than 20% of ABE part1c1pants enrol led
pr1mar11y to get a job or better job. Approx1nate1y 26% did get a job or
better job, but this outcome cannot be attributed solely to program effects.
To prepare for further-education or training was mentioned by 9% of
participants as their primary -reason_for enrolling. However; despite the
secondary status of preparation; for further education-as an initial goal,
near]y two-th1rds of the te]ephone survey samp]e stated that “they p]anned to’

" programs eventually obta1n a JOb or better job: Consequent]y, in respect to
employment; the indirect; ultimate outcomes of participation seem to partially

" fulfill the intent of the Adult Education Act -~ at least for those participants
who have any meed or interest with respect to.obtaining a job or better job:

i Where then, lies the latk of congruence between po]1cy and program

rea11ty7 F1rst, and most obvious, is the fact that getting a job or better

job is not_a relevant goal for a .large proportion of program participants;

particularly mature adults as ‘opposed to recent school dropouts. Second;

most of the important outcomes or benefits of participation in ABE have

little .or nothing to do with employment. Finally, the accelerating trend -

toward 11nk}ng ABE directly with job training programs poses a threat to:the

fundamenta]]y educational nature’ of mpst programs as they are presently

constituted in New Jersey and the majority of other states. To the extent

that ABE becomes the handmaiden of vocational training, it will (1) no

longer meet the needs of large numbers of undereducated adults; (2) its.

impact on_the general quality.of people's lives will be limited; and (3); as .

Smith (1984) suggests; it will increasingly become an alternative to completing

secondary school; thereby attracting 1arge numbers of alienated adolescent -

dropouts. These observations should in no way be construed as denigrating

the importance of closer links between ABE and vocational training. The

need is obvious; indeed urgent: The foint is that policymakers should be —

alert to the potentially dysfunctional consequences of placing excessive

emphasis on coupling ABE with job training.

Iﬁpacia

Jersey is substantial; both for 1nd1v1dua1 participants and for the 1arger

society: For the majority of individuals, the direct and indirect ogtcgmes

of participation are numerous and significant: The direct effects, that is,

thgse linked closely to general curriculum objectives, include not only

enhanced proficiency in the basic academic skills, but the application of these

newly acquired abilities to the functional demands.of _everyday life, Also of

importance are the “other learnings" that in genera] are less closely tied

to formal curriculum. pr1or1t1es. These include enhanced interpersonal skills,

"“learning to learn" (manifest in greater self-directedness, improved study

sk1lls, and enhanced self-discipline or planfulness), and personal development

in the form of self-discovery, greater se]f-conf1dence, and enhanced self-

esteem. o

Indirect effects are much more var1ed and equa]]y if not- more,consequent1a]

- They include gains in employment, earnings, and JOb performance, reduced

dependence orf public assistance, and part1c1pat1on in further education and

and training. dust as s1gn1f1cant, in our view, are the 1ess pragmat1c 1nd1rect
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outcomes: marked gains in self-confidence and self-esteem for virtualty all

participants and, in the case of parents, increased concern for their =
+ children's school succeds, accompanied by actual improvement in their children's

# attitudes toward school and school perfermance.

The“$mpact on the larger society of the beneficial outcomes described

above is not hard to discern. Immediate gains in employment and reductions _

in public assistance obviously contribute directly to the economic well-being

of the state. Probably more important in the long run is the economicimpact

of the thousands of undereducated adults who each year continue. to develop :
their "human capital” by enrolling in postsecondary education_and. training
programs. The great majority prepare for service or technical occupations
where the demand for skilled labor is high and likely_to remain so. It might _
~_also be noted that the continuing influx of former ABE participants contributes
* in no small way to maintaining a cost-effective; publicly supported system
of community colleges and postsecondary -vocational -technical schools. Finally,
the. larger society is bound to benefit from the indirect’ effects of. parent”
participation in ABE on their children's school adjustment and performance..

In short, the stakes are indeed high in this "last gamble on education,” but
for most of 'the p1§yér§ the payoff is:substantial:
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CHAPTER VII

A MODEL FOR STATEWIDE STUDENT FOLLOW UP

Need X,
StateW1de plann1ng and long-term program 1mprovement have been

sk111s‘educat1on in New_ Jersey., At present, local programs lack the
resources §1nc1ud1ng validated data collection instruments and procedures)
for "tracking" their basic skills students to determine program impact.

As a result, program improvement efforts have been hampered by 1nadequate
outcore data, so, too, has local level accountab111ty for state.and .
federal funds. At the state level, the situation is similar. Particularly
d1stress1ng, ‘according to Div1s1on of Adu]t Educat1on staff, 1s that :

understate the impact of adult basic sk1]1s educat1on., Furthermore, .
sketchy data on the economic benefits gained by GED and adult high school
graduates makes it difficult to conduct cost/benefit analyses. that
accurately reflect the ratio of benefits to costs.. Inadequate student
" outcome data also creates a problem for State-lével decision makers who
need to determine how programmatic_characteristics affect student achieve-~
ment and cost effect1veness., F1na11y, ‘there is the need to deyelop

student outcome data on an ongo1ng.bas1s.

Alternative ApproacheS' FE

v

Three approaches for developing an ongoing statewide system for
student follow-up were identified and thetr feasibility assessed. _These
‘ approaches were labelled the "Decentralized Model;" the "Contract for
Services Model;" and the "Centralized Model." Th1s section briefly’
describes: the advantages and disadvantages of each; emphas1z1ng the

criteria of feasiblity and cost.

The Decentra11zed ﬂode]

In brief; the decentra11zed mode] ass1gns respons1)1]1ty for-the
collection, analysis; and reporting of follow-up data to local adult -
basic skills programs: Although; in principle; it can be argued that
local programs should assume these responsibilities;_ in actuality we have

found that the great majority cannot and will not. - The roct problem is

that they lack. the personnel and fiscal resources (e g.; for -postage) to

bear the burden of data collection and reporting. Not only did our _

advisory board of local practitioners. strongly concur with this conclusion;:

but so too did a small sample of Tocal directors interviewed by phone: 1In

fact the d1rectors indicated that they were already overwhelmed with

paperwork requi rements: Several stated they would d1scont1nue “their

» basic skills programs rather than accept the added burden of collecting

student follow-up data. GonSequent1y, in our Judgment ,_the Decentralized

Mode! is simply not feasible. e

The Contract for Services Model B '

The State Educat1on Department could utilize an outs1de contractor,i :

such as a university or survey research organ1zat1on, to collect; ana]yze,

4
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ahd report studént follow-up data.. The advantages to such an arrangement

include acquisition of high-Yevel technical expertise in sampling design and
data analysis and the freeing of local program and State Education .

Department personnel from the time and human-resource consuming costs of
conducting stddent follow-up.

The prinicipa] disadvantages relate to total cost and cost in relation.

to benefits: A major factor contributing to relatively high total costs
is the need for the contractor to utilize ¥ield personnel to wbrk with
local programs in order to secure lists of eligible students for sampling
purposes. Our estimate of total costs to the state range from $25,000 for

a contract with Rutgers to $30,000 if a survey research firm is engaged.

In regard to cost-benefit considerations, tachnical expertise may be

desirable but it is not necessary given the routine nature of the task now
that the follow-up instrument has been developed and validated. A

further consideration that militates against the Contract for Services

Mddel is the lack of assurance that the state will have the necessary_

financial resources to engage the services of an outside ‘contractor on_
a continuing basis. Finally; and perhaps most important, this model.-is
predicated on the assumption that a relatively small number of programs
would: be sampled. Consequently, it would preclude feedback on Tocal

_ outcomes for the great majority of programs. The above considerations
lead us to_conclude that the Contract for Services Model 'is_probably

not feasible or cost-effective:
The Centralized Model .

- The basic feature of the Centralized Model is that it is designed

to integrate student follow-up with the Division of Adult Edutation's
‘existing data collection and analysis system. Its implementation would
require very .little additional staff time or cost. at.the Tocal program
level. At the state level, implementation would involve some additional
stdff time and cost. However, both staff and fiscal costs would be minimal

_because student.follow-up.would "piggy-buck” on the computerized data -
' collection and analysis procedures already in place. We believe this

alternative to be both feasible and cost-effective. . Its principal féatureé"*
are outTined in more detail below: . o
Basic Features of Centralized:Follow=Up Model . -
_ /‘ .

Basically, the Centralized Model would involve utilizing the existing

~ Student Record Form in conjunction with an additional form and a mailer
to be processed routinely at intake by the local program. The:second form
would be a brief, self-administered folTow-up questionnaire which would
not identify the student, but only the "case" by code number as is now done
with the Record Form. Of course, the questionnaire would not be filled-out
at time of enrollment. Instead, it would be inserted into the mailer '

which would come with an address label bn which the student's name and
address would be entered. Finally, a-business reply envelope addressed to
the Division of Adult Education would be inserted into the mailer-along

with the questionnaire. The mailer would be set aside for local mail-out

-
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on a predetermined statewide “Follow=Up.Day" approximately seven _months

: after the fa]] registration period. The fo]low-up questionnaires would be -

Record Form data and the results tabulated statewide and for each local |
program, which would receive a confidentfal student fo]]ow-up report.

Such a system would p]ace minima] demands ‘on the loca] program. For

in the way of added proceSSing costs.

-~

Ojer‘at‘lona] Altérnati'ves

r

. To implement the proposed follow-up model requires that dec1s£bns be .
made regarding (1) frequency of follow-up activities (annually; biannually,

‘etc.); (2) sampling design and procedures, and (3) reporting policies and

procedures, -

A

: Freguencz

‘continu1ng.annua1 basis: Timely feedback is 1mportant -for program _ .

improvement and accountability purposes; both at the state and local “
levels. However; the advantages of timeliness must be weighed in

relation to other important factors, principally cost and efforts
Obviously, an annual student follow-up would be twice as costly as a
biannual follow-up and three times as-costly as a triannual follow=-up.

» Although we would exclude the triannual—option-on the grounds that the
-data would be unacceptably untimely; we believe that a biannual schedule~
- is'the preferred alternative because the ‘cost of an- annua] fo]]ow-up

may not Justify 1ts benefitss

In reaching this conc]usion, a major consideration in: addition to cost

and- effort was purpose and utilitys The primary reason for conducting a

" student follow-up on an ongoing basis is to provide feedback for program

improvement efforts: If programs X; Y and Z are identified in the

initial follow-up as less successsfu] than comparable programs in e

‘facilitating, for examp]e, application of basic skills, then X, Y and z

- must ‘diagnose and remediate their deficiencies: In all probability,

however; the results of such program improvement efforts are not likely .

to be observable over a One-year or }ess time frame. But they should be -

. observable; and therefore useful; within two years' time: A1l things

considered; then, we recommend that statewide fo]]ow-up be conducted on

a biannual schedu]e.

-

The most fundamental issue; technically speaking; is it "sampling

design" but whether the total population of programs or a sample should

~ be dti]ized in” imp]ementing the proposed follow-up model:

" The advantages and disadvantages of utilizing the total popu]ation

of programs (and thus students) are fairly obvious.. The advantages_ 1nc1ude

(1) simplicity; (2) reduction. of sampling error or' bias; (3) biannual feed-

back that can be prov1ded to every program in the state: Among the

oo 103
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disadvantages are: (1) significantly greater cost; (Z) tffe need for all

local programs to expend some &ffort in the biannual follow-up process; and
(3) redundancy: ' .there is no need to survey the entire population of roughly
30,000 students when satisfactory estimates of statewide outcomes can be

secureg with a smaller random sample. _ N

’ The crux of the decision lies in the trade-off between vastly reduced

cobts on the one hand and. lack-of timely feedback to all local programs on
the other. Should the entire population be surveyed, the cost-of postage
alone would be approximately $12,000 (assuming a return rate of 50% based .
on our experience witk the GED/ARS follow-up survey). Additional costs
(envelopes, reproduction of forms; keypunching and computer time) are
estimated at $6,000 to $8,000 roughly: Whether or not to spend about
$20,000 biannualy-tg survey- the entire_population is a decision-that can
T

‘only be made by the Division of.Adult. Education. :

In order to examine another option, let us assume that the cost of

surveying the entire population is deemed unacceptable. Let us also_assume
that it is considered ‘essential that every program in the state receive

follow-up feedback once every two years. The following sampling procedures

would then obtain: ‘ . o . -

(1) The entire population of adult basic skills programs would be_
listed (N = approximately 130): A 56% sample would be randomly

selected using a table of random numbers. This sample would be

designated “"Sample A." The remaining 50% of the programs would
. Se designated “Sample B.Y’ o N '
, | - e ‘
(2) Programs established after the selection of the initial samples’ ..
~ would be randomly assigned to "A" or "B" (a coin toss would sufficeg.

(3) -The follow-up sample for year one would be "As" In year two
 the follow-up sample would be "B;fffn,§egfitbnee "A" would \

again constitute the follow-up samp1&$Awith this sequence

repeated indefinitely.. ] ) |

Lo

) /; : o ﬁ;ﬂcrﬁiﬁg O - e 7 \ _ f}\

It is reconmended that_aggregate’ statewide findings; beginning with . .-
ggbe;yeagrgngffbgpgﬁﬁafk" follow-up, be reported to all programs in the i

states-vIn addition, those programs tbnstituﬁing,tbgf§é@§]§'gﬁgU]ﬁﬁﬁéCéiyé
a breakdown of findings for their own students so that. they-can compare :

their outcomes with statewide norms. However, tojavoid invidious and
perhaps misleading comparisons and to mitigate the general level of ' .

threat ;s individual programs should be guaranteed that their outcome data .°
will be}he]qgjgigggic§gébﬁfidéhCé.,TIh”Othér,Wdrdgilghgg,§hgglgibgiéssuréd
that only authorized officials of the State Education Department will have

access to individual program data. . :
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/ . . Instrumentation = -

‘A student follow=up questionnaire was designed in accordance w1th

the following criteria. First, to ensure a maximum return’rate; it had:

to be short == one sheet.. printed on both sides. - Second; items had to be
clearly worded in simple ‘language; complex "skip to" questions could not

be included. Third, the majority of items should address tangible outconmes -:
rather than attitudes and epinions. .Fourth, the items should B¢ of utility °
both for program improvement and accountabi]ity purposess Fifth; the ;
questionnaire.should be as comprehensiye as possible; including items

addressed-to human capitai investment, ‘personal development,. and economic

outcemes and both the direct and indirect effects of participations

Finally; the questionnaire. should. consist of the most “workable" agpd

significant measures of program outcomes as determined: by the results of-
the present . research.

.

In constructing the questionnaire, the only criterion ]isted above

that presented difficu]ties was the second. Although it was deemed —

desirable to. utilize all items.in their original form, 'some appeared not

gge worded or: formatted as simply as possible: should be recalled .

the original data were ebtained by telephone: .The guestiohs were

read to the respondents and repeated or clarified as the need arcse: A '

self-administered. questionnaire, however, - requires. that respondents be able

to read and complete all items. without assistance.

To address this latter issue, two forms of a prototype instrument '

were developed and field-tested with 24 adult basic skidls: students. i

.One form consisted of items:-"1ifted” from the telephone survey instrument.

The second comprised "simple language“ jtems designed to eldcit comparable

~data. The second form was found to bejmarkedly superior: only a_few

low-level readers had any difficulty ‘reading and completing it. These

persons were subsequently interviewed to ‘pinpoint the sources of difficulty,

& which were mostly unfamiliar words or terms, such as "emp]oyment status."

These and other minor problems were easily rectified. The final version

of the StateW1de Student: Fo]]ow-Up Questionnaire is reproduced in. -

v Appendix LR _ 7
Héiiséiééessingeé#oeedures

It is essential that the same five-digit student or "case“ number .

”

current]g\imprinted on the Student Record form also be imprinted or written="
in on the Student Follow-Up Questionnaire. This also applies to the six=digit
county and district (program) code.  Unless this is done, it will not be »
possible to match-up the studént. data from the two forms to permit
comprehenSive analyses re]ating student and program characteristics to

student outcome findings.

7 The Student Fo]low-Up Questionnaire was designed to be "self—cbntained."-
That is, it contains all the information needed-to generate comprehansive
‘outcome data without recourse to additional data from the Student Record
Form. However, because of space' limitations, the Fo]]ow-Up Questionnaire does'
not provide the fo]lowing information which s provided on;the Student
_-Record Form:* {1) age, (2) sex, {3) presence " of a handicap, (4) citizenship,
(5) race or ethnic group, (6) reading level; (7) instructional program -(ESL,
~bilfngual basic skills, etc.), (8) hourly:: attendanCe by month, and (9) reasons
" for di scontinuing participation. , L 103 =R
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For certain purposas, the Divisiop of Adult Education may Wish to-

crosstabulate background data from the Record Form with outcome data from
the Follua-Up Questionnaires For example;.it may be useful to determine if
outcomes differ by geographical region or by prdgram characteristics, such
as size, student composition, average hours of attendance; etc. Hence

the importance of matching student and program (district).codes .for the .
two instruments. To reiterate, unless thjs is done it will not be possible

to examine outcomes in relation to student background and program.
characteristics. : - : _ .

e
- Concluding Note

" If the necessary human and fiscal resources ace available, local adult.
. basic skills programs can utiltze the appended Student Follow-Up Quescionnaire

- whether. ‘'or not a statewide follow-up system- is implemented: .We believe; too;
that the Fallow=Up Questionnaire items are sufficiently generic to:warrant
the use of the instrument by local programs in states other than New Jersey.
Benchmark data for judging -and interpreting local outcomes can _be obtajned
from the statewide norms reported for the relevant items in Chapter 5 of this
monograph Of course, since the norms were established for programs in

"New Jersey, they should be viewed as only rough benchmarks for interpreting
outcomes in other states. N : : :

. - ; : '
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APPENDIX A .
ADULT EDUCATION FOLLOW-UP SURVEY

-




"""""" Univ€rsity
néVélannént

Trterviewer Respondent's flame
_ _ L i : ( ) - - n * <
Nate Completed Telephone sNumber y :
. ) t
Start Time - . Program Name T
. . i
Finish Time © Program Address ‘E' -
T
R ﬁ Age
' PR T B,
I RTs Sex

A; Hello, may I speak to T2

(IF CONNECTION IS MADE)* fio to B below.
(IF NOT HOME), Ask when to call again or how else ‘to reach respondent.
Enter Response Relow.
(NOTE, If asked to identify yourself give your name and

' sa‘y 77777

say: "I'm from Rutgers University and
to ask him/her some questions -about edu ation."

R, This is from Rutgers,/nivesify. We are conduc-
ting a study to hnlp scﬁboT& 1mprove their adult- educat1on classes+

~ is one of the/programs we're work1nq with, 1'm

1 would help by. answering a few quest1onsf Ne re asking

other students from
1mportant and completély confidential.

PR

Your answers are very A11 answers w111

be used: without names. - -
¥ i ‘ * -
- : : Section I : o
1: F1r5t we are interested in knowwng the réasons ppople enroll
in adult education classes for readind and math skills. Think
back to when you first enrol1ed in the pcogram”(PAuﬁF) ,,Whéf 77777777

ﬁ

o v




.t

Which one of thésé reasons was the most 1mportant to, you?

)

Why did you enroll at that particular time? Was there Sdﬁéfﬁiﬁg

Once you enrolled, 7@5;7% e

he a
it to be 11ke or Was it differe nf,, . . o

dult éducat1on cqurse what vou had éxpected
7

- -1 EXPECTED.
(IF DIFFERENT); How was it different? |[PRORE: Were 2 NIFFERENT
t like?1 3 IINCERTAIM

there things you didn’t

3
. .

Th1nk1ng back to your reasons or goals for ﬂhro111nq in the adult:

education class, has the class he]ped you to reach them: .

S 1 "TATALLY
(IF.NOT AT ALL), Why do you think the c1a 2 ALDT
_ : hasn't helped you? 3 SOME_ -
e 4 A LITTLE
“\\\\<;\;\< 5 NOT AT ALL

N0w I1'd like to ask you about some problems adults often ’”érigﬁCé

in going to classes, After I read each statement; please te

is very true, spmewhat true, or not true. . _ .
! ’ - Very Some Not

a. You didn‘t feel you were making enough ,
5 progréss oward your goals 3 2 ]
b. You didn't receive en nough help or © . T
- attention 1n class - 3 2 1
. The classwork was harder than you

expected. 3 2 i-
1. Yoii didn't get support or encourage-

ment from family or friends 3 2 1
:. You had trouble attending class due , -
- to job or.family responsibilities . 3 2 1

v [

3

san you think of any other important prob]ems you had things you
tidn't 1ike or that made it hard to attend class? .
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B

3. Nf _all the prob]ems ment10ned which was the most serious_or
d1ff1Cu1t for you?
~N

9. Are you st111 attending the adult education class or .have you
.stopped attending? _

S , , S 1 STILL
(IF STOPPER); Why did you stop attending? ? STOPPFD
(IF STOPPEN), No you plan to start class again _. 1 VES
: later this spring or next fall? -2 NO
' 3 IPFERTAIN

AN

Section 2 .

rfNow I would 1:ke to ask you about some of the benefits you m1ght.

have gained from going to the adu1t educat1on class.

’ 1

10. Were you employed it the time you first entered the 1 YE
adult education program? ] 2 NO
IF N0, GO TO OUESTION 11 T
(IF YES), Bo you have the same job now, did you change .
: A jobs, or did you recently become unemployed? ‘1 SAME
[ 2 CHANGE
{1F SAME),; GO TN OUESTION 12 3 VINEMPLLOYED
~(IF UﬁéﬁﬁLﬁ?Eﬁ)f GO TO OUESTION 13
LN S )
T IF CHANGF), Pompared with your last job, is © 1 A RETTFR INR _
’ the 3ob you now have 2 AROHT THE SAMF
. ’ , ' 3 A WNRSE JNR
(IF RETTER Jne), Nid the adult -
, education program help ’ 1 VES
N w i ' you in any way to get 2 Ne
Mﬁ*ﬁiﬁ . X " the job you now. have? - 3 UNCERTAIN

(IF NG OR UNCERTAIN), G0 TO QUESTION 12
{ . ‘
(IF YES); How did it help? ' . -

A

GO _TO QUESTION 12
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1. Are you émpidyéd.hGW? - - 1 ¥ES
IF ND, GO _TO OMESTION 13 S // Z.Nq"’”ﬂﬂ
(IF YES), 8efore you got your job, had you been. ,f~-;/” -1 YES
rec91v1ng unémployment benefits?. /,/ 2 NN
(IF YES), Bid the adult education program he1p4y5g .i YES

in any way to get the job you now have7 2N
B e - 3 lINCERTAIN

(1IF. YES), How did it help?”

2. Regarding your present job, in the last six months
a. Do ybu feel you are doing your job better? . 1 YES
77777 2 NO
(IF YES), Has the, adult education class 3 HNFERTAIN
helped? How? , :
b. Did you get a raise? - 1 YES
ST i 2 N
(IF YES),.Did the adult educat1on clé§§ .
’ help? How?
c. Nid you get a promotion? 1 YES
2 N0
, (IF YES), nid the adult educat1on class
help? How?
d: Do you think you're more likaly to keep your job? 1 YES
. ) N 2 NO - .
(IF YES), B]d the adult educat1on c]ass 3 UNCERTAIN
help? How?
- ro T0 QUESTION 14
3. Are you currently 100k1ng for employment? & . 1 YES
. 2 NO
(IF YES), Do you think. the adult education ‘ S
: class might help you get a job? 1 YES
2 MO
3 IINCFRTAIN

(IF YES), How do you think it¥might help? -

[
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14, Has the adult education class helped you become o
. YES

a better reader? 1 YF
. : _ 2 NO
15. Since enro]11ng in the class have you used your ij o
reading skills outside of the classroom to do. 1 YES
something you couldn't do before or to do it better? 2 MO
{IF YES), What are some things you have done or can now
do with your improved reading skills? [PRNRE:
sead recipes, want ads; the ma11 magazines,
;thmgs 11ke that}
-
Lo A
16, Hag the adult education class helped you to write better? 1 YES
‘ 2 NN
17;.Slngefengo]11qgf1gfthe class have you used your o
-wrAting skills outgldg of the classroom to do 1 YES
_someth1ng you couldn't do before or to do it better? 2 MmN
(IF YES), Whatrgfe some things you have done‘or.can do_ *
now with your:improved writing skills? [PRORE :
fill out forms, write letters or;:. notes;
things like that]
18. Has the adult edutéfioﬁ c]ass helped you 1ﬁﬁFove your math ,
skills? ; 1" YES
- : 2NN 2
:19.‘S1nce enro]11ng in the class have you used- your .
math skills outside the classroom to do something 1 YES
you. c0u1dn t do before or to do it better? 2 ND
(IF YES), What are some things you have done or can dp now
i *w1th your, 1mproved7matb7§311]s?  [PROBE:. - ,
" balance a“check~hook, prepare a tax FEturn, PP
: compare prices, th1ngs 11ke that] '
&
20, Aside frpm read1ng, wr1t1ng, and math, werefthere any
other things you 1earned in thé adult education class? 1 ‘YES
' : o 2. Nn

(IF YES), whétiotﬁei things? -
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21. Did the.class help you pass-thé‘GFn exam or earn : o
an adu]t high school diploma? : . : -1 YES

LIF YES), Did comp]et1ng high schoo]
enable you to get a license or
certificate or in Some other o

" way help you to qualify for a . o 1 YES
specific job or trédé? 2N

(i? YES), What license did you obta1n or
what trade or job“did you
una11fy for? ) ;

22. Do you have any school-aged children or <
teenagers living with you at home? “ 1 YES
2N
(IF YES), Has your participation in the adu]t
education class resulted in any of
- the fo]]ow1ng changes?
a. Do you help th979b1]gren with their schoolwork
“more than you used to? 1 YES
, ¢ 2 NN
b. Do you talk with them more than you used to
about schbol? ' ') 1 YES-
: 2 NO
c. Havgfghggfggveloped a BéfféF éffifﬁaé o
toward school? 1 YES,
) 2 M0
d. Are.they now getting better grades? 1 YES
‘e. Have you become more involved with the school, for
example by attending meetings or other activities, "1 YES
or taﬂk1ng w1th teachers’, e -5 | () HESS
. = [ e T ' ’
23;;jnfggpg[a17 dgfyguffeg] better about yourseif*
the same or worse as a result of attending -
the adult educat1on program? R 1 RETTER
= 3 ' 2 SAME
(IF BETTER), ng or- 1g7wbat7wgyfdg you feel : 3 WNRSE
: better about yourself? : v
(IF WORSE), Why or in what way do you feel worse
about yourself?
24, Aside from the class we've beenfgglglngfgbggg are
you currently enrclled in any kind of tra1n1ng or" ' e
educatlon program? o s ' -. . 1LYES -

RS




(IF NO); GO TN OUESTION 25

7 (IF YES); (a) Hhat are you study-mg‘)

(B} Where are you studying it?
(name of school, co]]ege, agency)

~ . (c) nid the adult education class help you

get into, prepare for, or find out about o
this- program? ' » 1 YES.
. . 2 MO
. ]" ) . ‘ ‘ )
25. Do you p]an to enrull in any k1nd79f7§ravn]pgfgr education
program in the near future=-say w1th1n 6 months )
or a year? : : , : 3 1 YES
”(IF YES), (a) What do you plan. to study7 3 IINCERTAIN #
(b) Where do you p]an to. study it? '
{PROBE: college; employer e _ s
vocational-technical school, trade
school) ‘
26. Méhy pébpié th se days are rece1v1ng "public ass1sfance, )
such as ADC or food stamps,. .Have you.received. such - "
-assistance at any t1me dur1ng the past year? : 1 YES ,
2 NO !
(IF YES), Since- Uctober has the amount of assistance o '
decreased, remained about the same, or bﬁen 1 SAME
, tota]]y e]1m1nated7 2 NECRFASED
' . 3 ELIMINATEN

: " v 3ob your mak1ng more | money, or .
- ./ o to something else? .- .. 1 GFTTING JOR
. L T 2 MORF MNNEY
\ : 3 QOMETHINP FLSF
27: One final QUéSt1on., Tak1ng everyth1ng 1nfo account, what is the one o

mdst important benefi. you gained from part1c1pat1ng in the adult
' .educattﬁn class? . ‘ .

g . ;‘ - :.;; f'_:f' -f:’ 1;1‘4 . _':a”:

“THANK YOU. VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP:
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THANK YOU FOR ANSWERING THESE QUESTEGNS YGUR ANSWERS ARE TGTALtY CONFIDENTIAL.
NO ONE WILL KNOW YOUR NAME

AL Th1$,$étt1on éSks about changes that m1ght have-occurred in your life since.
earning your high school diploma. ) Please circle either Yes or No.

1. Since earning your high school diploma:

a. Have you enrolled in coilege? . . . . .u . .. .........Yes No
b. Have you oartieibatéa in a job training program? . . . . .:. . . Yes ~No
c. Have you enrolled in a trade or techn1cal school? g;,M%*TA%’::T;j‘?éS‘ No
d. Do you feel you set a better e///p} ’for yourAch11dren? ..... Yes No
. Did you improve your read1ng or wr1t1ng or math- sk11155 . ...Yes No
f. Do you know mare about how the government works’kl.'. P e e .. - Yes Ao
g. Do you.?éél better about yourse]f? iioa s s ;.;:; Pi i e ;'?ési No
h. Are you AW abTe to do your JOb better? - éf; ;:; PR, CYes No
i. Afé;yaa now more likely to keep your JOb"* . : P ;5.:.'?e$‘ No
5. Did you gt a better Job? ¢ s s : i c i i v iaw .o ... .Yes  Not
k. Did you get a pay inCrease? : : i : s« : . :ii......Yes .No
1. Did you get-a job PrOMOTION? « + <+« + + s s . ... .. .. Yest No:

8. This section asks questions concerning émaiayméat and your opinions about ©

adult education:

1. At the time you off1c1a11y rece1ved your d1ploma, were. you emp]oyed
- (Check ,one): ,

/7 Full-time? /7 Part-time? [~ 7 Not at aliz.
2. Are you currently employed (Eheck one) .
/7 Full-time? . 7 Part time? I / Not at all2.
3. If you are unemployed are you seek1ng empnoyment now? ' Yes No -

4. 1In the year (12 months) before,you earned your: d1ploma, how many months
' wWere you emp]oyed, if. any? ‘ ‘ :

Number . of Months'_-d

J

5. In the year (12 months) after,you earned your d1ploma how many months

were you émﬁloyéa, if-any? v .
‘e ,;‘*fT ' - E - . o . . ' ot -‘ .} ;A’:*ﬁf— ' :I ;v K ' 1 lribi = . N ‘ L L } . ) q ‘
EMC — TR PRI e FA . e T S I,r“n-n\".

Number of Months




. \
:s, \\., . L4

K

6. If currently emplpyed, is your take- home pay h1gher now than when you
- officially rece1ved your d1pToma7 : » T Yes No

7. 1If your take- home pay is higher now, about how much more per week are you
mak1ng? - ‘ : . . ,

8. Many people these days are—rece1v1ng unemploynient bene?1ts or some form of

public ass1stance, such' as Food. Stamps or*ADC

a. Before you earned your high school d1ploma were you receiving:

7 / Unemployment benef1ts7 14444/ Pub]1c ass1stance? 1444,/ Ne1ther?

,,,,,,,,,,,, . -

b. Are you currently rece1v1ng )

——— R S . ———

( 7 Unemployment benef1ts? ra— Public assistance? — Neither? *

9. P]ease circle the response that best. descr1bes your op1n1on concern1ng the o
following statements . ‘

h‘

a. The adult h1gh_school I attended was very he]pfu] 1n prepar1ng me to earn

UMy d1ploma ) ‘ .
Strongly o o . Strongly
_ Agree Agree , Disagree D1sagree
5‘u5. If the adult high school was not ava11ab1e to me, I wou]d not have earned
' a diploma. : v
‘strongly + strongly .-
Agree - . Agree-’ ' Disagree‘ i B1sagree

c. This section asks some quest1ons about yo<§self P]ease circle or enter the h

correct response. v
1. What is your sex? I Male ' Female. - f
2. What is your age? . T
, o | : Age : _
'3._ Do you have any chi]dren 18 years old or younger7 r Yes- No

below ‘N .

117
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o .

] we l1ke to keep in touch w1th our students after they leave the- pregram.
Sometimes we call them up_or write to them, just to ask questions about what .

"they are doing. We also 1ike to .ask them how they 11Eed our program. Some-
times they give us valuable suggest1ons about how we can make .our program

_better. " | ; : : _ \\
Please takee, Aew minutes te f111 in th1s form s0 ‘that we will know
where to reach u in the future; . ~ _
YOUR NAME . S ‘ S
s S first . B - Tast s T
: ‘ ) .. . SR ‘ B 7,/:;/ f {\
YOUR ADDRESS : : ' : e —
. . Street | . ] - . . apartment number - .’
ity . ¥ _ state __ zip code
| _ : | o R v
YOUR TELEPHONE NUMBER ___ — - —
R T N
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ' 3

Somet1mes our students move. Then when we try to ge* in touch w1th

them, we can't find them. -Please give us the name and telephone -number of

two peop1e who know _you very well. These people will probab]y know how we

can get in touch with you if you move.

PERSON #1 . NAME

r
_#‘

‘TELEPHONE NUMBER i }
Hoiv do you know Fhis person? (circle one) friend
: | | B ‘ ~relative
Lo other
PERSON #2 | NAME-
'TELEPHONE NUMBER __- -~~~ -~ = |
How do you know this person? (circle one) Friend -
S S B relative -
. 3 R other
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o . F’- . / 1157 7 . :

5

ABHLT”EBﬁEATIeN QUESTIONNAIRE ‘-

We want to improve New’ dersey s adult education prograws, and

we need your help. Would you please take a few minutes to complete th1s -

-questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope? Your opinions are °

very important and your answers are ‘completely confidential =-- nobody will

know who: f1lled out thjs questionnaire. Thank you for your help! '

CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION. | s

1.

'Did yoy earn a GED or adult high- schoo] diplon

Th1nk about your reasgns or joels for going to the adult education class.

How much has the class helped you to reach your goals? (Circle one number. )

TAtot———
N 2 Some
: .3 A little
4 Not at all

"""""" as the adult education c] s made you feel better about
yburSelf th same, or worse? o
. . 1
- - AZ S P
, 3 Wors

r

If you answered YES to Question 3:
a) What kind of diploma d1d you receive? 1 GED. diploma ‘
2 Adult high school diploma

Since enroiiing in the ciéss, have you used your reading
skills outside the classroom to do something you couldn’t

do before or to do it better? s s i i s s s & & s s s & @ -A] ?és éNO
. .Have you used your math skills outside the classroom to do o
something you couldn't do before or to do it better? . . . 1 Yes 2 No

Have you used your writing skills 6Ht§1dé the classroom to - -
do something you couldn't do before or to do it better? s+ 1 Yes 2 No

Do you have school-aged children living with you at home’ . 1Yes 2No

a) Since enrolTﬁng in the class, do you help the children

No

with their schoolwork more than you used to? . : ; < 1 Yes 2

--b) Do you talk with tiiem more than you used to about. o

56“66]’.........-.........saa]7652
é)' Do they have a Béffér attitude toward Qchool? .+ . 1VYes 2No

d) Are they now getting better grades? . . . . . ¢ .. 1 Yes 2 No

ELEASE TURN,OVER AND COMPLETE THE OTHER SIDE

O R 2

Né R E,,: usp—

For Bffice
Use Only
Bistr1ct
1-4 ( )
. SRF#
59 ()
- Q
10 ()
Q2
o)
@
12 (.)
Q3R
13 { )
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8. .“When you first_started the adilt education.class, were you . & - @8
receiving public assistance (for example, AFDC, Food Stamps)? 1 Yes 2 No 22 ( )

ce e e 1 Yes 2 No 99

.

9. Are you Qggggécéiviﬁg public assistancé? . . .

0. When you fird; started the adult education class were you:
o Py !

< 1 Employed - “l2a ()
2 Unemployed and looking for work ' .. o

3 Unemployed and not looking for work

i1. Are yos nows ° | CEmployed B G

' : . 2 Unemployed and looking for work ; ,

3 Unemployed and not looking for work ' L i

Ans§eron1y {f you are NOW EMPLOYED: ) |
- 3!

Since starting the adult education glass,

did you get a better job? < ¢ ¢ s s e e e oo - ;{ 1 Yes

b). Did you get a raise or Promotion? & s o o o o & o o = t Yes
A é . .t "

~N ~N N
=z !
[ - N i
~nN
~-~J

¢) Do you feel you are doing your job better? . . . ., . 1 Yes

12. Are you still attending the adult education €1as8? . . . . . 1'Yes: 2No __ %12 o
L E T " ' 29 )
= 1'27'.:-“ ] V ‘ -

Question 12-- . . .
re you now atte y}q a college, a job training - Q2A

‘ program, or some other educational program? s+ ¢ « o o | Yes 2

Z\
[« ]
[ 7% N
[«
—~

13. Scmetimes adults have problems going to classes. Did you have these
problems? el i

a) Trouble attending class because of job or family e B
responsibilities < ¢ < < « - . i . i i s s eisees 1Yes 2No N )

| CIE
32 -(,Z. ) A

b) Not enough help or attention from the teacher « < « . . 1 Yes

nN
=2
=]

- ' .-
-

¢) Trouble learning things even though the teacher o A E
~tried to help « ¢ s & « « o T . it i i s s e e VYes 2 No 33( )

14. Taking everything into account, what was the one most important benefit you ° o
gained from attending the adult education class? (circle one) 3 ?1¢'§

éréatér,ééjfggaﬁfjaéﬁaéﬁgg_fééiing,séfiéffaggat,yaursé’f

Improved basic skills (reading, math, writing; etc.)

A high school diploma or certificate
A job or better job L .
Preparation for co11$ge; a job training program, or some other

U Q) IN) =

_ éducational program / . .
6 Other benefit (please describe) p——

. THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE rxaz,reGOMPLETE'THES'ﬂUESTiBNNﬁlRE:Rl“iVE.VOU
-] FRSREREDEVERY QUESTION? - YOUR. OPINIONS ARE. VERY IMEORTANTY. g 95 L i

IToxt Provided by ERI



